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person or persons in respect thereto, shall be held to have been
assigned to the United States #o be enforced by and on behall
of the United States against the United Mexican States: And
provided further, That awards and appraisals authorized to be
pald by this act shall be included in the final settlement between
the Governments of the United States of America and the United
Mexican States under the said convention of SBeptember 8, 1823;
and the payment of any award or appraisal under this act shall not
be construed as the satisfaction, in whole or in part, of any such
award or appraisal, or as extinguishing or diminishing the lia-
bility of the United Mexican States for the satisfaction in full of
such awards and appraisals, but shall be considered only as an
advance by the United States until all of sald awards and ap-
praisals have been paid off and satisfied in full to the United
Btates by the United Mexican States.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of executive business. ;

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, La FoLLETTE in the chair)
laid before the Senate messages from the President of the
United States submitting a nomination and a convention,
which were referred to the appropriate committees.

(For nomination this day received, see the end of Senate
proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES !

Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, re-
ported favorably sundry nominations for promotion in the
Marine Corps.

Mr. WHEELER, from the Committee on Interstate Com-
merce, reported favorably the following nominations:

William E. Lee, of Idaho, to be an interstate Commerce
Commissioner for a term expiring December 31, 1945 (re-
appointment) ; and

J. Haden Alldredge, of Alabama, to be an Interstate Com-
merce Commissioner for a term expiring December 31, 1944,
vice Frank McManamy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reports will be placed
on the Executive Calendar.

If there be no further reports of committees, the clerk will
proceed to state the nominations on the calendar.

POSTMASTERS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nomina-
tions of postmasters.

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask unanimous consent that the nom-
inations of postmasters be confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nomi-
nations are confirmed en bloc.

That concludes the calendar.

AUTHORIZATION FOR REPORTING AND SIGNING BILLS, ETC.

The Senate resumed legislative session.

Mr. BAREKLEY. I ask unanimous consent that during
the adjournment of the Senate following today’s session the
Vice President may be authorized to sign bills and resolu-
tions ready for his signature; that the committees of the
Senate may be authorized to report bills, resolutions, and
nominations, and that the Secretary of the Senate may be
authorized to receive messages from the House of Repre-
sentatives.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY

Mr. BARKLEY, I move that the Senate adjourn until 12
o’clock noon on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 3 o'clock and 38
minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until Monday, April
24, 1939, at 12 o’clock meridian.

: NOMINATION
Ezxecutive nomination received by the Senate April 20 (legis-
lative day of April 19), 1939
CoasT GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES
Pay Clerk James Black to be a chief pay clerk in the
Coast Guard of the United States, to rank as such from
March 1, 1939.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO§
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CONFIRMATIONS
Ezxecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate April 20
(legislative day of April 19), 1939
POSTMASTERS .
ARKANSAS

Buren Flannigan, Leachville.
Inez C. Crain, Wilson.
KANSAS

Ada Mildred Whistler, Havana.
INDIANA
Walter J. Ritterskamp, Freelandville.
MASSACHUSETTS

Ieleen C. Galvin, Byfield.
Frank W. Dix, Prides Crossing.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
THURSDAY, APRIL 20, 1939

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D.,
offered the following prayer:

We praise Thee, our Father, for all Thy mercies which
Thou hast vouchsafed unto us. We thank Thee for the
sublime principles enunciated by the Master and fulfilled in
His incomparable life. We pray, we entreat Thee to inspire
the peoples of the earth with the invincible desire for peace.
Almighty God, we look for the star that preludes the morn-
ing and it is not there; we lift our eyes to the horizon and see
it not. Arise, O Morning Star, arise and never set. Oh, for-
give our blindness and lack of faith. O God of might and
mercy, may men everywhere feel those strong affections
which spring from a common hope and a common suffering.
We thank Thee for those strong, heroic souls which have
caught Thy inspiration, feeling its warmth and power, are
giving it to the world. Continue with us and bring forth
that kingdom which Thou didst come to establish. In the
holy and eternal name of our Saviour. Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.
AMENDMENT OF SECTION 503 (B) OF THE FEDERAL FOOD, DRUG,

AND COSMETIC ACT

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to announce that the
unfinished business which must have priority this morning
over all requests is the reading of the engrossed copy of the
bill (H. R. 5379) to amend the act entitled “An act to prohibit
the movement in interstate commerce of adulterated and mis-
branded food, drugs, devices, and cosmetics, and for other
purposes,” approved June 25, 1938, under consideration at the
adjournment yesterday evening.

The Clerk will read the engrossed copy of the bill.

The Clerk read the engrossed copy of the bill.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the
bill.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Scaarer of Wisconsin) there were—ayes 40, noes 37.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin, Mr. Speaker, I object to the
vote on the ground that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms
will notify absent Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 118, nays 234,
answered “present” 2, not voting 76, as follows:

[Roll No. 55]

YEAS—118
Alexander Brown, Ohio Crawford Eberharter
Andersen, H. Carl Bryson Crosser Elston
Anderson, Calif. Buck Cullen Fernandez
Andresen, A.H. Bulwinkle Curtis Fitzpatrick
Arends Burdick Delaney Flannagan
Barden Caldwell Dempsey Flannery
Bender Celler Disney Folger
Boehne Chandler Doughton Ford, Miss,
Boland Clark Doxey Gamble
Bradley, Mich. Clason Duncan Gibbs
Brewster Claypool Durham Gossett
Brown, Ga. Costello Eaton, N. J. Grant, Ala,




Clevenger
Cochran

Coffee, Nebr.
Coffee, Wash.
Cole, N. Y,
Collins

Eilday Peterson, Ga, South
Eunkel Plerce, N. Y, Spence
8 Pittenger Steagall
Lewis, Ohio Polk Sumner, 1.
Ludlow Rayburn Tarver
McCormack Reece, Tenn, Tolan
McLaughlin Reed, I11. Treadway
Mapes Rees, Kans, Vinson, Ga.
Marshall Robinson, Utah Vorys, Ohlo
Martin, Colo, Sandager Warren
Mills, Ark. Batterfield ‘Weaver
Mundt Schiffier Wheat
Murdock, Utah  Seccombe ‘Whelchel
O'Brien Becrest White, Idaho
Oliver S8mith, Maine ‘White, Ohio
Pace Smith, Ohio Winter
Parsons Smith, W. Va.
Patrick Snyder
NAYS—234
Fenton Lanham Robertson
Ferguson Larrabee - Robsion, Ey
erty Leavy Rockefeller
Ford, Leland M. LeCompte Rodgers, Pa
er Lemke Rogers,
Lesinski Rogers, Okla.
Gartner Lewis, Colo Romjue
Gathings Rou
Gehrmann Luce Rutherford
Gerlach McAndrews Ryan
Gllchrist McArdle Bchaefer, 11
Gillie McDowell Schafer, Wis,
Gore McGranery Schulte
Graham McEeough Bchwert
Green McLean Scrugham
Gregory McLeod Beger
Griffith McMillan, John L. Shafer, Mich,
Griswold McMillan, Thos, S.Shanley
Gross Maciejewskl Shannon
Guyer, Eans, Magnuson Simpson
Gwynne Mahon Smith, Conn,
Hancock Maloney Smith, Va.
n Marcantonio Bmith, Wash.
Harter, N. Y. Martin, Il N.¥Y.
Harter, Ohio Martin, Iowa Sparkman
Havenner Martin, Springer
Hawks Stefan
Healey Merritt BSumners, Tex.
Heinke Michener Sutphin
Hess Miller Taber
Hill Mills, La. Talle
Hinshaw Monkiewics Taylor, Tenn.,
Hook Monroney Tenerowicz
Hope Moser Terry
Horton Mott Thill
Houston Mouton Thomas, N. J.
Izac Murray Thomas, .
Jarrett Myers Thomason
Jeffries Nelson Thorkelson
Jensen Nichols Tibbott
Johns Norrell Van Zandt
Johnson,LutherA, O'Connor Vincent, Ky,
Johnson, Lyndon O'Day Voorhis, Calif,
Johnson, Okla, O Vreeland
Johnson, W. Va, O'Neal Wadsworth
Jones, Tex, tman Wallgren
Eean Patton ‘Walter
Eee n West,
Eeller Peterson, Fla, Whittington
K Pierce, Oreg. ‘Wigglesworth
Eennedy, Martin Plumley ‘Williams, Del,
K 5 e ‘Williams, Mo,
Eeo Rabaut Wolfenden, Pa.
KEinzer Randolph Wolverton, N. J,
Rankin ‘Woodrum, Va.
Kltchens Reed, N. Y. Youngdahl
Koclalkowskl Rich
Lambertson Richards
Landis Risk
ANSWERED “FPRESENT"—2
Dunn Enutson
NOT VOTING—T76
Dies Hoffman
Drewry Jacobsen Babath
Edmiston Eennedy, Michael Sacks
Elliott Kleberg
el Bchuetz
Englebright McGehee Sheppard
McReynolds Bhort
Sirovich
Fay Mansfleld Smith, Il
Fish ason Starnes, Ala.
Ford, ThomasF, May Stearns, N. H.
Fries Mitchell Bullivan
Gavagan Murdock, Aris, Bweeney
Gearhart Norton Taylor, Colo,
Geyer, Calif, Osmers
Gifford O’'Toole Welch
Hart Owen Wolcott
Hartley Pfleifer Wood
Hennings Powers ‘Woodruff, Mich.

So the bill was rejected.
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The Clerk announced the following pairss
On the vote: -

Mr. Sheppard (for) with Mr. Pfeifer (against).

General pairs:

May with Mr. Short.

Bullivan with Mr. Gifford.

Mansfield with Mr. Crowther.

Starnes of Alabama with Mr. Fish,
Bland with Mr. Enutson.

Kleberg with Mr. Bolton.

Burch with Mr. Hartley.

Drewry with Mr. Wnlcott

McReynolds with Mr.

Dies with Mr. Woodruff of Mlchtgan.
Ramspeck with Mr. Bolles.

Taylor of Colorado with Mr, Hoffman.
Gavagan with Mr. Allen of Illinois.
Hennings with Mr, Cluett.

O'Toole with Mr. Tinkham,

Hart with Mr. Osmers

Schuetz with Mr.

Norton with Mr. Blsckney
‘McGehee with Mr. Englebright.
Eramer with Mr. Gearhart.

Sweeney with Mr. Maas.

Bell with Mr. Powers.

Owen with Mr, Stearns of New Hampshire, |
Cartwright with Mr. Welch.

Dickstein with Mr. Buckler of Minnesota.
Wood with Mr. Sirovich.

Edmiston with Mr. Fay.
of Massachusetts with Mr. Backs.

Curley with Mr. Cole of Maryland.

Byron with Mr. Buckley of New York.

Faddis with Mr. Evans.

Michael J. Eennedy with Mr. Geyer of California.
Byrne of New York with Mr. Thomas F. Ford.

Mr. CannvoN of Florida, Mr. MaLoNEYy, Mr, RANKIN, Mr.
WALLGREN, Mr. CreAL, and Mr. JorNn L. McMiLLaN changed
their votes from “yea” to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Frazier, its legislative
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed, with amend-
ments in which the concurrence of the House is requested,
a bill of the House of the following title:

H. R. 4278, an act to authorize the Secretary of the Navy
to proceed with the construction of certain public works,
and for other purposes.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the President of the United
States was communicated to the House by Mr. Latta, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the House that on the
following dates the President approved and signed joint
resolutions and a bill of the House of the following titles:

On April 13, 1939:

H. J. Res. 225. Joint resolution amending the joint resolu-
tion entitled “Joint resolution providing for the construc-
tion and maintenance of a National Gallery of Art”, ap-
proved March 24, 1937,

H.J. Res. 246. Joint resolution making a further additional
appropriation for work relief and relief for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1939.

On April 19, 1939:

H. R. 5482. An act to increase the authorization for appro-
priations for the administration of State unemployment
compensation laws.

AUXILIARY VESSELS FOR THE NAVY

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent for the immediate consideration of Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 14.

The Clerk read the resolution as follows:

Senate Concurrent Resolution 14

Resolved, etec., That the President of the United States be, and
he is hereby, requested to return to the Senate the enrolled bill
(8. 828) to permit the President to acquire and convert, as well
as to construct, certain auxillary vessels for the Navy; that if
and when the sald bill is returned by the President, the action
of the Speaker of the House of Representatives and of the Vice
President in signing the said bill be deemed to be rescinded; and
that the Becretary of the Senate be, and he is hereby, authorized
and directed, in the reenrollment of the said bill, make the
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foll correction, viz: On page 2, line 25, of the engrossed
bill, strike out the figures “768"” and insert in lieu thereof *“768."

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

The Senate concurrent resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.
ASSIGNMENT OF SPACE IN GALLERY OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

, TO RADIO REPORTERS

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I present a privileged resolution and ask
unanimous consent for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as follows:

House Resolution 169

Resolved, That rule XXXV of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives is amended by the addition of the following, which
shall becomé paragraph 3: \

“3. Such portion of the gallery of the House of Representatives
as may be necessary to accommodate reporters of news to be dis-
seminated by radio, wireless, and similar means of transmission,
wishing to report debates and proceedings, shall be set aside for
their use, and reputable reporters thus engaged shall be admitted
thereto under such regulations as the Speaker may from time to
time prescribe; and the supervision of such gallery, including the
designation of its employees, shall be vested in the standing Com-
mittee of Radio Reporters, subject to the direction and control of
the Speaker.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New Mexico?

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to, and a motion to reconsider

was laid on the table.
MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT APPROPRIATION BILL, 1940

Mr. SNYDER submitted a conference report and statement
on the bill (H. R. 4630) making appropriations for the Mili-
tary Establishment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1940,
and for other purposes.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. Reep of New York and Mr. Leavy asked and were
given permission to extend their own remarks in the RECORD.

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp by having printed
g brief editorial from the Toronto Globe and Empire.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no cbjection.

Mr. IGLESIAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the REcorp and include therein
a resolution received from the Legislature of Puerto Rico,
together with several letters from departments of the Gov-
ernment and a petition to the President of the United States.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
Commissioner from Puerto Rico?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that on Wednesday next, after the disposition of business
on the Speaker’s table and following the legislative program
of the day, I may be permitted to address the House for 30
minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. COFFEE of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my own remarks in the REcorp on
two different subjects, and in connection with the first sub-
ject to include an address by Marriner S. Eccles, Chairman
of the Federal Reserve Board, and in the other extension to
include an exchange of correspondence between former Rep-
resentative Tom Amlie and the President of the United
States.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the

gentleman from Washington?
There was no objection.
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PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I merely want
to make an appeal to the House. In the Appendix of the
REcorp, page 1491, there begins a rather complete exposition
of a monetary-control bill, H. R. 4931, introduced by myself.
This speech is an effort not only to analyze our present situa-
tion but to give the background and the reasons for the bill
and an analysis of its provisions.

My appeal is that Members take the trouble to read my
own remarks on this all-important subject; and that they
at least turn to the Appendix of the REcorp, page 1500 and
read there the program for monetary reform developed and
set forth by some of the most eminent economists in America.
That program accords almost exactly with the provisions of
my bill,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks in the ReEcorp by print-
ing an article appearing in the Saturday Evening Post by
Mr. George N. Peek, on agriculture.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr, GEHRMANN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp by including
therein a radio address I made a few days ago.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, “the most important
consideration to a civilized nation,” said Mr. F. Horner in
the debate in the House of Commons in 1811 on the question
of restoring specie payment, “is the standard value of coin.
All civilized nations have at all times considered a measure
of value as essential to the interest of the state.”

NOTHING IN THE CONSTITUTION GAVE CONGRESS AUTHORITY TO ALTER

THE STANDARD UNIT OF VALUE—IT SPECIFICALLY FORBADE CONGRESS
TO ISSUE LEGAL TENDER

There is nothing in the Constitution itself; in the debates of
the Constitutional Convention as reported by Madison; in the
writings of Alexander Hamilton, and especially in his report
On the Establishment of a Mint to the House of Repre-
sentatives, January 28, 1791; in the report of Secretary of
State Jefferson to the House of Representatives for a “plan
or plans for establishing uniformity in the currency, weights,
and measures”; in the debates in Congress relating to the
first Coinage Act; or in the first Coinage Act passed April
2, 1792, “establishing a mint and regulating the coins of the
United States,” that even suggests the writers of the Con-
stitution had the least thought of granting to Congress au-
thority to alter the standard unit of value. On the contrary,
both reports of Hamilton and Jefferson to Congress, and the
first Coinage Act passed, are replete with proof that they in-
tended Congress should not have this authority.

At the time the Constitution was written there was no uni-
form standard unit of value. Foreign coins were chiefly in
use previous to the adoption of the Constitution. The
Spanish milled dollar was the money of commerce and the
practical monetary unit. English, French, Spanish, and Por-
tuguese coins were in circulation. These coins varied in
fineness and weight. This naturally caused confusion and
inconvenience, as well as unfair trading. To overcome this
it was necessary for Congress to establish a uniform standard
unit of value.
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It is of importance to note that no thought was enter-
tained by anyone of establishing a new standard unit of
value. Alexander Hamilton, to whom was given the task of
solving this problem, clearly indicated this. In the copening
remarks in his report to Congress, above referred to, he said:
A prerequisite to determining with propriety what ought to be the
money unit of the United States, is to endeavor to form as accurate
an idea as the nature of the case will admit, of what it actually is.

He clearly understood the importance of so delicate a
problem, the solution of which as he said—
involves a great variety of considerations—intricate, nice, and im-
portant. The general state of debtor and creditor; all the relations
and consequences of price; the essential -interests of trade and
industry; the value of all property; the whole income, both of the
Btate and individuals, are liable to be sensibly influenced, benefi-
cially or otherwise, by the judicious or injudiclous regulations of
this interesting object.

After completing his researches he recommended to Con-
gress that the Spanish milled dollar, containing 371.25 grains
of pure silver—the same as it still contains—which he stated
was the monetary unit in practical use, be adopted as the
unit of value. Congress followed this recommendation and
in the act of April 2, 1792, establishing—

a mint and regulatlng the coins of the United States. * * *

Bec. 9. * That there shall be from time to time struck
and comed * * * dollars or units—each to be of the value of
a Bpanish milled dollar as the same is now current, and to contain
371 grains and four-sixteenth parts of a grain of pure * * *
silver,

Hamilton did not recommend that either gold or silver
should be the standard. He did, however, recommend the
ratio of the two metals should be 1 to 15.

Just what was the intended meaning of the word “regu-
late” in the phrase “regulate the value thereof” in the Con-
stitution? Certainly there can be no question of what
Hamilton and Congress thought it meant. In his report to
Congress Hamilton used the word “regulate” in one of its
forms about 22 times. In the first Coinage Act the words
appear in the heading, “Establishing of a mint and regulat-
ing coins of the United States.” It appears again in the
marginal index in relation to section 12 as “standard for
gold coin and alloy, how to be regulated,” and again in sec-
tion 13, “standard for silver coins; alloy, how to be
regulated.”

In each and every instance the term clearly referred to
determining the amount and kind of alloy to be used in the
coins, or the fineness of the gold coins and the silver coins,
or the different weights and denominations of the coins to
be struck, or the ratio at which gold and silver should pass
current, and so forth.

In only one instance have I been able to find the term
used in connection with the word “alteration,” which is in a
letter to Thomas Jefferson by Hamilton. This letter appar-
ently refers to a recommendation by Jefferson that the
dollar should contain 371.262 grains of fine silver, whereas
the Spanish milled dollar which Hamilton was recommend-
ing contained 371.25 grains. 'This was a difference of only
twelve thousandths of a grain. When it is considered
that numerous foreign coins of different weights and values
were in circulation throughout the Colonies and the other
parts, that a uniform standard unit was sought to be recog-
nized, this shows how exceedingly important the founders
of our Nation thought it to be to find what the standard
unit of value actually was and leave it undisturbed.

Thomas Jefferson in his “Notes on the establishment of a
money mint and of a coinage for the United States” said:

Let the money unit or dollar contain eleven-twelfths of an
ounce of pure silver, * * * This, with the twelfth of alloy
already established, will make the dollar or unit, oI the weight of
an ounce, or a cubic inch of rainwater, exactly. ’

Measures, weights, and coins, thus referred to atandard.s un-
changeable in their nature * * * will themselves be un-
changeable.

With reference to Alexander Hamilton’s report Jefferson

said further:

Bhould it be thought, however, that Congress may reduce the
value of the dollar, I should be for adopting for our unit, instead
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of the dollar, either 1 ounce of pure silver, or 1 ounce of standard
silver, so as to keep the unit of money a part of the system of
measures, weights, and coins.

Could anything possibly be clearer than this?

Nowhere can be found even a hint of any thought in the
minds of those connected with the writing of the Constitu-
tion and the first Coinage Act that Congress should have
authority to alter the standard unit of value. Assuredly, if
there was one thing more than any other the framers of
the Constitution meant to make clear, it was that Congress
should not have authority to fix the prices of commodities,
for that is the antithesis of democracy. The Revolutionary
War was fought to make the American people free from
government, not to enslave them to it.

To argue that Congress has the authority to alter the
standard unit of value, is to argue that there should be no
standard unit of value. How could there be a standard unit
of value if it could be altered at each and every session of
Congress? There could be none, of course.

The contention of those who claim ‘“regulate the value
thereof” means that Congress may change the content of
the gold dollar finally amounts to nothing less than that
they believe all prices of all commodities should be fixed by
Congress.

Recardo, in the House of Commons in 1819, in the debate
on the resumption of specie payment, said:

One principle was clear, it was of the utmost importance in the
consideration of this subject, it was this, that those who had the
power of regulating the quantity of the circulating medium of the
country had the power of regulating the rate of the exchanges and
the price of every commodity.

The Constitution also authorized Congress to “fix the stand-
ard of weights and measures.” Why have not the advocates
of Government price fixing jumped onto the word “fix” and
interpreted it to mean that Congress has authority at every
session to change the number of pounds in a bushel of wheat
or the number of inches in a yard? They would not con-
sciously think of advocating this. Nevertheless, this is pre-
cisely what they do advocate in their contention that Con-
gress has the right to reduce the amount of gold in the dollar
at every session of Congress. The effect upon the price of
wheat would be precisely the same whether 30 pounds were
made a bushel or the purchasing power of the dollar cut
in two.

Furthermore, Congress is explicitly forbidden by the Consti=
tution to issue legal tender. Though the courts have ruled
otherwise, the fact remains.

The Constitution contains the following specific injunction:

No State shall * * * emit bills of credit, make anything but
gold and silver coin a tender in payment of debts.

This has been corrupted by the advocates of legal tender
to mean that the prohibition is placed only upon the States,
not upon the Federal Government; that therefore the latter
has the right to issue legal tender. But the Constitution
leaves it to the States to write their own contract laws. Be-
ing forbidden to make anything but gold and silver coin a
tender, State governments were forced to make all their
contract laws so as to give full effect to this specific prohi-
bition. How possibly could the Federal Government enjoin
the States from making anything but gold and silver coin
a tender in payment of debts, and at the same time be
permitted to issue legal-tender currency which the States
would be forced to use?

If further proof should be needed, the debates of the
Convention as recorded by Madison in his Journal of Con-
stitutional Convention should supply that.

The writers of the Constitution intended to forestall or
prevent any possible interpretation that anything else but
gold and silver coin should ever be recognized by any of
our governmental divisions as legal tender.

One of the drafts contained a provision giving authority
to Congress to “emit bills of credit.” Gouverneur Morris
moved to strike those words out. Mr. Butler seconded the
motion. The vote stood—ayes 9, nays 2. Nor is there any
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question that they knew exactly what they were doing, as
the debate clearly shows. Quoting from Madison’s journal:

Mr. Langdon had rather reject the whole plan than retain the
three words “and emit bills.”

Mr. Read thought the words—
if not struck out, would be aaalarmmgssthemarko!thebmt
in Revelations.

What possibly could be more certain than the framers of
the Constitution intended to place an unqualified prohibi-
tion upon Congress to issue legal tender?

It is a plain violation of the Constitution for Congress to
debase the gold dollar by reducing its weight.

Certainly the Constitution did not mean that Congress
should have authority to make gold illegal tender, and to
make it a crime for a citizen to use it.

The foremost problem of the United States now is to re-
establish the standard unit of value—gold.

LAY-OFF OF RELIEF WORKERS

Mr. JOHNSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp at this
point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I want to discuss
the recent wholesale lay-off of relief workers by the Works
Progress Administration.

This lay-off was unnecessary and uncalled for. It was one
of the most cruel things the administration could do, bring-
ing misery, suffering, and grief uselessly upon thousands of
our citizens. W. P. A. had on hand sufficient money to con-
tinue employment without these lay-offs. Colonel Harring-
ton on March 15, 1939, testified before the Appropriations
Committee:

There will be on April 1 sufficient funds to provide employment
for 6,600,000 persons for 1 month; that is, 6,600,000 man-months of
employment at our present cost.

This was sufficient to employ 3,000,000 on W. P. A. through
the first week of June. Since that time Congress has appro-
priated $100,000,000 for W. P. A. More money has been ap-
propriated for the fiscal year for W. P. A. than in any previous
year, the amounts being as follows: $1,357,689,880 for the
fiscal year of 1935; $1,817,231,835 for 1936; $1,476,734,036 for
1937; and $2,163,868,406 for 1938.

It seems that those in control must have picked out persons
with large families and those with only one member of a
family employed when selecting those to dismiss. I will refer
to only a few of the many letters I have received in the last
few days. One writes me as follows—I will eliminate names:

“It is as great a graft as Phillip Musica—a Mr. was sent a
card on the 16th of February and told to report on a road the fol-
lowing Monday—he owns and operates a 25-acre farm—just he and
his wife—he has a good team, cows, hogs, and the finest flock of
Barred Rock chicks in Indiana; out of debt and money in bank.
He claims he is ashamed to take the work, but .
, and many other good Democrat farmers have been on fo:r
some time, and why not me. I sald, “I don't blame you; if they
are handing it out that easily, go to it.” I don’'t know how many
have been put on; we hear of new ones every day, and we hear of
several Republicans being turned down. A Republican lost all of
both wheat and corn last year but he was refused work. The flood
sniped him clean; these Republican flood victims, very few of them
seemed to of got on. Mr. » I've been told, was up to the
and told Mr. he must have work. Mr. told
him there wasn't any place for him, as, of course, he would want
office work; but he talked it over with his assistant, so he said
we'll just create a job; so he is moping around the office dra
$125 per month. This was told us by a good Democrat, and he had
plenty to say against Mr. relative to the graft that's taking
place; he said we should storm Washington with appeals asking
that W. P. A. should be investigated and protest against those who
are carrying on a successful business being on relief.

There is a man in by the name of whose wife
works in office drawing a good salary; he operates the
gm%evryppam & woman $1 per day to look after it, and he works
on

Another man writes me as follows:

Should it have been necessary to have laid off a portion
employed this could have been done without hitting

on of those
those who

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

4563

have no other means of income, In other words, those who have
other :members of their families working—some with $200 per
month income, others $15 per week, wife in private in-
dustry and husband on W. P. A,, son and daughter working and
father on W. P. A. Son in C. C. C. camp, daughter in private in-
dustry, father as timekeeper and holding a paid political position,
owner or part owner of grocery store and holding a timekeeping job
on W. P. A. Here on Street project they have two superin-
tendents, three foremen and three timekeepers (of course one of the
timekeepers acts as nursemaid part of the time), with approxi-
mately 132 men. Father and son working in mine, another son in
C. C. C., another son on W. P. A, living in one house and eating at
same table.

Another letter says:

I have tried to get on W. P. A. but there seems to be no room.
Yet men without families and with income from other sources, too,
are working on W. P. A. Two men here have and operate a tavern,
and pay a girl 86 a week to run it for them during the day, while
they are working on W. P, A, relief.

Another letter reads:

On March 30 I was dismissed from the W. P. A. which leaves
my mother, my wife, my young brother, and myself destitute.
I personaly can name you numerous persons who were retained on
the W. P. A. who have large farms and others who are well off
financially. These persons were retained on the pay roll. Sev-
eral of the persons have no dependents. I have a frlend whose
wife is treasurer of a large meat-packing plant here, who is retained
at a nice salary. Of course I realize this is political graft and
corruption. Now, Nobe, don't you think that conditions like this
are a damned outrage to the principles of American democracy?
Let’s do something for the forgotten man. I served in the World
War and I and my three brothers will fight in the coming war,
s0 please do all you can to give us a break in our present Iamﬂy
EmMErgency.

Another letter says:

I am a W. P, A. worker, 59 years, and got lald off. Sixty percent
in my township. They are keeping farmers and single men and
they even have farmers on that have plenty and men with boys in
C. C. C. camps.

Another letter reads:

I am writing to you concerning the recent W. P. A. lay-off. I
was laid off with a family while single men are kept working. The
single men that have no dependents, that drink and gamble up
every penney they make, are never laid off. Some men are getting
$75 to $85 a month to teach boys wood art. I would like to know
what the school boards pay the manual-training teachers for.
They pay big wages to recreation supervisors, publicity agents, fore~
men, and timekeepers. If all the men and women are on the
W. P. A. why not give them all the same wages? There have been
others laid off with familles the same as I. Would you tell me
why they pick on the poor man?

Another letter says:

I would like to see a congressional investigation as to conditions
on the W, P. A, in Vigo County. I would like to see this investiga-
tion carried out as it should be; not interview the county W. P. A.
officials, but call on the worker, timekeepers, and foremen, certified
and uncertified. The custom is to lay off the certified and not the
uncertified. Also, why is it that the jobs that pay anything over
#8756 a month are held by noncertified men? Is there not any relief
men able to hold or fill these jobs? I would like to see an investi-
gation as to why it is that a Democrat is given preference over a
Republican. If it can be arranged to have a real investigation in
Vigo County, there will be no lack of witnesses to go before the
committee. I hope you will turn this letter over to any con-
gressional committee where it will be considered and acted upon.

Another writes:

Up until last Friday I was a P. W. A. worker working under a Mr,
on the city streets project in city. This Mr. B
who is continuously drunk and borrowing money from the men on
the job to buy whisky, is the cause of my dismissal. I say borrow
money; I really mean he gets it and never pays it back, and for
favors to certaln men on the job and through the fear of the men
losing their jobs. This man has had five men sawing trees along
Road to cord the wood and sell and to split up for
fence posts and mine props; collecting the money for favors to
private property holders for such work as graveling their private

drives, filling up their back yard, ete., and all the men drunk on
the job; those who won't furnish the dimes. quarters, halves, and
dollars to keep him drunk are sent home for drinking, and others
are allowed to sleep their time out in cars and trucks, Last Friday
I refused to loan him money. He sald, “Tomorrow is your last day.”
I thereby asked him if a person had to buy this rellef work, and
80 I laid off and went up to headquarters to see Mr. Byrnes, who
is county supervisor. He was not in, so I wrote him a letter which
remains unanswered; and Saturday morning I received through
the mail a 403 dismissal slip. Such a condition existing here and
perhaps elsewhere i a disgrace and insult to men who want to
work to provide for a home.
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- Another man writes:

I have a family, and my wife 1s pregnant, and I need work real
goon, as my babies are now underfed. Just because I am a Repub-
lican the office in Lafayette, Ind., has refused to re-place me back
on relief rolls of the W, P, A. I am an ex-service man.

Another man says:

I am a married man with a family to support, and I cannot find
a job nowhere, and the loan company is going to take everything
I have unless I can get help from somewhere very soon, and my
other debts are pushing me also. There are single men working on
W. P. A. who have no one to support but themselves,

Another letter states:
This lay-off was 31 married men and 2 single men.

Another man writes:

I am a married man; there are six in our family, with rent to
pay and all our food to buy. Our four children are in school. I
was lald off April 3, along with some other men with large
families and there were some single men, and men with only two,
and some no children to keep at all were left on the job.

Another says:

I am now laid off on account of short funds. I need the work
very, very bad as we had to give our home up on account we had no
money to pay rent. I know there are some working who own
their farms and are working on W. P. A.

Another writes:

They are laylng off men with families and keeping farmers
on that have their living.

Another says:

I am one of many lald off. I have a family of four. Next to
me is Mr, single owns own home has a son working, stays
at home with him, bought a new car yesterday. Since he has been
on relief has bought new electric washer, had house wired, moved
other son’'s house on other half of his acre, and bought a new
car yesterday. There is Mr. and and works
extra, gets three and four. sometimes five shifts at the paper
mill, holds their jobs on W. P. A. I used to be boss at ———
factory until it went down; there is my boss, Mr, , has a
farm, hires another to do farm work, he is boss on my project.
Also Mr. owns farm, and Mr, is boss on another job
has a modern home, got a new 1939 car. Same thing at the
sewing room. I have a friend works up there, There is Mr.
single, stays at home has a truck, he does work on his rathers
farm, Mr. 's farm, besides his own farm; he brags about the
easy money he makes, and Mr. farms his father’s farm, is
timekeeper on this work, has several girls working, one at the
factory, in the office.

I could go on indefinitely citing similar letters. The
fact seems to be that the noncertified, high-salaried em-
ployees were not laid off.

I wrote the Works Progress Administration officials pro-
testing this unwarranted and unreasonable lay-off of these
deserving men, and much to my surprise received a reply
advising, “the relative need basis that you referred to was not
considered in these reductions * * * the selection of the
people for these reductions was made in the district office by
the employment staff composed mostly of young ladies who
did not know whether a man was white or black, married or
single, or any other circumstances about him * * *”
Just think, people laid off of W. P. A. without the question
of need even being considered, when, as a matter of fact,
relief work was started and has been maintained for the
sole purpose of providing for those who are in need. It is
very queer that the young ladies in the district office, when
selecting those to be laid off managed to avoid laying off
any of the nonrelief workers.

I also want to call attention to section 19 of Administra-
tive Order No. 65 of the Works Progress Administration:

Sec. 19. Preference in employment on projects shall be given in
the following order:

(a) Veterans of the World War and the Spanish War and veterans
of any campaign or expedition in which the United States has
engaged who are in need and are American citizens,

It will be noted that in making this wholesale lay-off and
according to the statement of W. P. A. officials, no considera-
tion whatever was given to the preference provided for by the
Works Progress Administration Executive Order No. 65, but
the lay-off was made in violation of that order and without
being based upon the question of need, which is the sole basis
of the very existence of W. P. A,

T L T TT——
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It makes a sorrowful picture when the W. P. A, will lay off
thousands of needy workmen with large families and at the
same time expend about $300,000 for a world’s fair exhibit,
which will probably cost a million dollars before the fair is
over, and when the fair is over they are going to make g gift
of the building to the city of New York, and the city of New
York has not contributed one penny toward this project.

They maintain traveiing exhibits: The theater project with
670 nonsecurity workers employed, 25 of whom receive in ex-
cess of $250 a month; the Federal art project, which cost
$19,000,000 to operate for a period of 6 months; the historical
records project; the W. P. A. press section, employing 11
persons, with salaries running from $1,440 per year for a mes=
senger to $5,600 per year, costing total of $43,240 per month;
the information division, costing about $13,000 per month,
The writers project, providing some volumes in foreign lan-
guages, the head of which has advocated that prisoners should
organize and form a union for the defense of their rights, and
to quote him exactly, “I look forward to the time when every
convict inside or outside of jail will have his union ecard.”
This man went on this writers project in March 1934 at a
salary of $3,600 per year, salary was raised to $4,000 in 1935,
and again to $5,000 in the same year. In 1936 to $6,000 and
again in 1936 to $7,200.

W. P. A. carried a total of about 34,500 general administra-
tive and general project supervisory employees, of which
about 32,600 are in the field offices and 1,900 in the Wash-
ington, D. C., offices.

It has been shown that W. P. A. has 27,479 general admin-
istrative employees—that 1,308 of these employees receive
salaries in excess of $3,000 per year; that 397 receive salaries
over $4,000 per year; that 104 receive salaries of over $5,000;
79 receive salaries of over $6,000 a year; 10 receive salaries
of over $7,000 per year; T receive salaries of over $8,000 per
year; 5 receive salaries of over $9,000 a year; the highest
salary being that of the Administrator at $12,000 a year.

The Works Progress Administration has a total of 8,646
general administrative project supervisory employees, 316 of
whom receive more than $3,600 per year, 22 more than $4,000
per year, 6 more than $5,000 per year, and 1 received more
than $6,000 per year.

On the Federal Theater Project there are 24 receiving
salaries of more than $3,200, the top salary is $7,200 per year.

Total number W. P. A. general administrative employees,
by Executive-order salary grades, central office, was 2,169
with an annual average salary grade of $2,242, these annual
salaries running from $1,063 to $9,917, with a total of 27,479
employees.

The Works Progress Administration general administrative
employees, by Executive order salary grades, State and local
offices, show 25,310 persons employed, with average salaries
running from $784 per year to 1,247 employees, to as high as
an average of $7,591 for 11 employees.

It is plain and apparent that politics has been very much
in W. P. A. Just previous to the 1936 election the relief rolls
in Indiana were loaded and the number on relief work was
greatly increased. Right after the election they began laying
off until they reached a low of 40,000 in 1937, By April 2,
1938, this number had increased to 84,931 and it was in-
creased gradually until on October 29, 1938, just before the
election, a total of 101,374 were employed on W. P. A. By
December 17, 1938, following the election, this number had
been reduced to 91,811, and by December 31, 1938, it had been
reduced to 84,704; by January 14, 1939, to 83,159; and Janu-
ary 28, 1939, to 82,545.

Many of those laid off immediately following the election
were told that it was because they voted wrong.

The administrative expense for W. P. A. and N. Y. A. for
July 1938 was $4,450,384.31; for August 1938, $6,657,578.01;
September 1938, $6,168,5662.58; October 1938, $5,941,677.34;
November 1938, $6,161,144.32; December 1938, $6,748,509.96.

W. P. A. has been spending on the average of $150,000
each month for communication service and about $500,000
per month for travel expenses.

Some people have fared very well through W. P. A. as Is
shown by the case of a young man who went direct from
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college into W. P. A. employment at $2,000 per year, and
has had his salary raised gradually until now he is drawing
$7,500 a year, and on April 8 the Washington Star printed
a picture of the fine house he has recently purchased.

I hope this session of Congress will enact legislation which
will take politics completely out of W. P. A. and will cause
all money appropriated for relief to be expended only for
relief. We should have a complete and thorough investiga-
tion of this entire relief set-up. Not an investigation such
as is made by W. P. A., where the investigation seems to
consist of interviewing the bosses, but one where the men
working on the projects and those who have been released
from work are interviewed and given an opportunity to tell
the real facts concerning W. P. A. administration without
fear of being discharged on account of having told the
truth.

Any person working on relief should not be paid exorbi-
tant salaries. There is too much money vested on “white
collar” projects and too many people employed who do not
need relief. Timekeepers, bosses, supervisors, and so forth,
should be taken from the relief rolls and not from the polit-
ical rolls. There are thousands of highly educated men who
are well qualified to fill any position in the entire relief
set-up, who need relief work, and they should be employed
to fill those positions.

I am in favor of continuing relief work as long as it is
needed, but I shall insist that this waste and useless ex-
penditure, the payment of exorbitant salaries, and employ-
ment of nonrelief persons on relief projects be stopped; that
Congress listen to reason, stop this political bickering, study
the problems confronting the country, and enact legislation
which will prevent such abuses in regard to relief; and that
Congress will enact legislation which will give the American
market to the American producer, restore confidence, and
bring about a condition where those working on relief and
those who are unemployed will be able to secure regular
employment at regular American wages, thus making relief
work unnecessary.

Col. F. C. Harrington, Administrator of the Works Prog-
ress Administration, before the Appropriations Committee,
said on March 15, 193:19:@ B e

From Janu 1938 to date unemploymen! een than
in any perlodmaince W. P. A, wte%. e

This shows that we have more unemployment today than
at any time since relief work started. However well in-
tended has been the administration’s policies, they have
failed to produce good results. Each day its failures increase
and the administration becomes more confused as to the
proper solution of our problems. We cannot continue to go
cn forever as we have been going during the past 6 years,
during which time our national debt has doubled, agricul-
tural problems have not been solved, business and industry
are in a bad condition, and relief funds being diverted from
their rightful use.

Congress should cease granting its powers to the Presi-
dent and to bureaus and commissions, should repeal the
laws granting these powers to the President and various
bureaus and commissions, and assume its full responsibilities
of legislating in the interest of the American people and
solve the problems confronting the Nation so that we may
again have a prosperous and happy people.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SCHIFFLER. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include
therein an editorial from the West Virginian.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include
therein an editorial appearing in the Muncie Evening Press,
of Muncie, Ind., of April 18, 1939, on the T. V. A.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp, and to include
therein a short editorial appearing in this morning’s New
York Times.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. Benper asked and was given permission to revise and
extend his own remarks in the REcCORrD.

DOLLAR DEVALUATION

Mr. THILL. Mr., Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. THILL. Mr. Speaker, the proclaimed purpose of the
monetary-control policy of the President was to raise prices
to the 1926 level and thereafter attain price stabilization.
Booms and depressions were to be eliminated. During the
past 5 years while the New Deal monetary policy has been
in operation, commodity and security prices have not fol-
lowed the promised pattern. The program was a failure.
In January 1934 the gold content of the dollar was reduced
to 59.06 percent of its former value. It was asserted that
a corresponding rise in commodity and security prices would
be brought about by establishing the dollar price of gold at
$35 an ounce. And yet, at the peak point during the past
5 years, prices increased to only approximately 20 percent of
the goal set by this administration. And this increase, small
in comparison with the glorious and bombastic promises of
the New Deal, was brought about by such normal recovery
forces as were permitted to operate, plus crop failures and
other factors.

When the dollar was devalued the mint price of gold was
raised from $20.67 to $35 an ounce. By a decree the Gov-
ernment compelled American citizens to give up privately
owned gold holdings at the rate of $20.67 an ounce. The
Government, of course, made a substantial paper profit on
this transaction. Since that time we have been buying gold
from foreign citizens at $35 an ounce. From January 1934
to the present day our gold supply has risen tremendously,
from $6,800,000,000 to over $15,000,000,000.

This gold, which at the present time amounts to approxi-
mately 60 percent of the world’s supply, lies buried in Fort
Knox, Ky. How much longer will we continue our present
monetary policy, which subsidizes foreign interests?

The power of the President to change the gold content of
the dollar has a disturbing effect upon business. Long-term
purchase, investment and loan contracts will not be made
if it is realized that the value of the dollar may be changed
without notice at the whim and caprice of the President.
Stable recovery can never be attained until business feels
free to make long-term contracts with a certainty of the
value in which these agreements will be paid in the future,
Business will never have this assurance so long as the Presi-
dent at his will has the power to change the gold content
of the dollar.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include a brief
editorial from the Indiana Hoosier Farmer.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC WORKS BY THE NA

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I am di
the Committee on Naval Affairs to ask unanimous consent
to call up the bill (H. R. 4278) to authorize the Secretary of
the Navy to proceed with the construction of certain public
works, and for other purposes, with Senate amendments and
agree to the Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the ftitle of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendments, as follows:

Page 32, line 1, after “$5,850,000;", insert “Jacksonville, Fla., and
Banana River, Fla., $17,000,000.”
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Page 2, line 4, after “Act;”, insert “Quonset Point, B. I., $1,000,~
000 for acquiring privately owned land.”

Page 2, line 6, strike out “$47,000,000” and insert “$65,000,000.”

Page 2, line 12, strike out “$47,000,000” and insert “$65,000,000."

Page 2, line 23, after “station”, insert “, and title in fee simple to
land or other realty from the State of Rhode Island at or in the
vicinity of Quonset Point, R. I., to be used as a naval air base.”

Page 3, line 4, after “defense,” insert "and providing that in the
opinion of the Secretary of the Navy the existing facilities of the
Naval Establishment are inadequate.”

Page 8, line 9, after “project”, insert “or the construction of any
naval vessel, aircraft, or part thereof.”

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I understand the amend-
ments have all been approved by the naval high command
and also by the gentleman’s committee.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman is correct. Each
one of these amendments has been discussed in the Naval
Affairs Committee at various times, and by a majority vote
Jacksonville, Fla., was agreed to as the southeastern base,
There was no objection to the agreement as to Quonset Point.
There was no objection, so far as the committee is concerned,
to any one of these amendments. They are all a part of the
Hepburn Board report.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the Senate
amendments.

The Senate amendments were agreed to, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

FLOOD CONTROL IN NEW ENGLAND

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute to make an announcement.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to announce a revival of
righteousness in the Legislature of Vermont. Some time ago
the legislature of that State, under the pressure of the Gov-
ernor and the power interests and other opponents of the
present national administration, passed a bill authorizing the
Governor to spend $67,000 opposing the national adminis-
tration’s flood-control program in New England. The other
day the appropriation bill to provide this money came before
the House of Representatives of Vermont, which very wisely
and promptly voted it down.

1 sincerely trust that that proceeding will be followed by the
Senate of Vermont. There is no State in the world in which I
would rather see such a movement take place than in Ver-
mont, and I say that without political preference.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Missis-
sippi has expired.

THE STABILIZATION FUND AND ALTERATION OF THE WEIGHT OF THE
DOLLAR

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for the further consideration of
the bill (H. R. 3325) to extend the time within which the
powers relating to the stabilization fund and the alteration
of the weight of the dollar may be exercised.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from New York that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union
for the further consideration of the bill H. R, 3325,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the stabilization-fund bill, with Mr,
McCormMmack in the chair.

The Clerk reported the title of the bill.

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20
minutes to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MARTIN].

Mr, MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, in his speech
in the House Tuesday on the pending bill, the gentleman
from New York [Mr., Somersl, chairman of the Committee
on Coinage, Weights, and Measures, made the best presenta-
tion, in my judgment, of the monetary legislation of this
administration that I have heard in the last 6 years. It
ought to be a matter of pride to the Members of Congress,
whether they agree with a Member’s views or not, that they
have as chairmen of their important committees men who
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can so ably expound, explain, and defend the important leg-
islation committed to their care. [Applause.] Nor was his
performance detracted from by the fact that he frankly
admitted that he does not know all that there is to be known
about the money question.

Will Rogers once said there were two classes of crazy peo-
ple in the world—those who are locked up in insane asylums
and those who think they know all about the money question.
The monetary powers in the gold and silver laws now on the
statutes are vested in the President of the United States. It
is proposed in the pending bill to extend these powers until
June 15, 1941, the expiration date of the present administra-
tion. If every Member who does not clearly understand these
laws and does not clearly know the use that has been made
of the powers therein granted, and is not clear in his own
mind as to the effect of terminating these laws, will vote for
the pending bill to continue these laws, the bill will have votes
to burn. That will include me.

This statement is no reflection on the intelligence of Con=-
gress. These laws creating the stabilization fund and estab-
lishing the gold and silver purchase policies are in the hands
of a department created for the special purpose of adminis-
tering the monetary laws of the Nation. These laws are in the
hands of experts, career men, whose whole lives have been
devoted to the study and administration of monetary laws.
That is their sole business. Over against that we set a few
score Members of the House of Representatives, who are har-
ried and harassed by a hundred other questions, and a few
hours debate, largely partisan, to determine whether these
laws shall lapse when the responsible administrative authori=
ties are asking for their continuance.

That is the exact situation. We should know clearly what
we are doing, or we should do nothing.

The main trouble about the money question is that it has
become overlaid, submerged, and practically shoved out of
the picture in Congress by the multitude of things demand-
ing immediate consideration. It has become an almost
academic question. I believe that if the ablest man on the
money question in the counfry were to get up in the House
and make a speech on it, while the Members might listen
attentatively and consider it very informative, they would
immediately rush out on a multitude of immediate little
things which are constantly driving them in a circle, like
squirrels in a cage, and forget it. The “horse and buggy” days
of money is past. It has become a vast and complex ques-
tion, ramifying the world.

To begin with, let us see what monetary laws we are deal=
ing with and what specific things will be affected by the
pending bill.

This bill extends certain Presidential monetary powers
until June 15, 1941. These powers are in section 10 and sec-
tion 12 of the Gold Reserve Act of 1934. The Gold Reserve
Act is permanent legislation, but section 10, creating the
stabilization fund, and section 12, giving the President power
to change the content of the gold dollar and to fix the price
of domestically minded silver, are temporary legislation, de-
riving from the Thomas amendment to the Agricultural Act
of 1933. The {ime limit on these three powers is June 30,
1939.

The Silver Purchase Act of 1934—June 19—under which
foreign silver is purchased, and fixing of the ratio of gold and
silver in the Treasury, and the issuance of silver certificates
against the silver, is not involved in the pending bill. This
is noted in the minority report. So do not vote against the
bill thinking you are knocking out foreign sllver, You are
knocking out domestic silver,

To make that perfectly clear I quote from the Secretary
of the Treasury his exact words before the Senate Silver
Committee recently as follows. Secretary Morgenthau said:

Under the Silver Purchase Act of 1934 we are buying foreign
silver, and, on the other hand, the President’s proclamation in
regard to domestic silver is under what we call the Thomas amend-
ment to the Agricultural Act of 1933. The President’s power, as
it affects the revaluation of gold is under what we call the Thomas
amendment, but, on the other hand, our purchases of foreign silver
are under the act of 1934.
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And the act of 1934 is not affected by this legislation.

Only the stabilization fund and the devaluation of the
dollar and the domestic silver policy is here included. I shall
not deal with the stabilization fund. That has been done
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Somers], to borrow an
old phrase, far above my poor powers to add or detract.

The fund is there, $2,000,000,000 in gold. It is performing
the function of stabilizing the exchange value of the dollar,
The chief complaint is regarding secrecy in the administra-
tion of the fund, or rather of the $200,000,000 which is kept
active. The complainants feel that it ought to operate on
the town-hall or open-forum plan, with an international
hook-up, so that speculators in foreign exchange and our
friends abroad will be kept advised to the minute, as in the
case of our other international affairs. The Treasury does
not agree with this view, and neither do I.

It is said that no man understands money; but there are
some facts established that may enable the layman—and I am
a layman—to make up his mind whether he wants to kill this
legislation and restore the monetary conditions which pre-
vailed prior to it or leave it in the hands of the responsible
authorities to continue under these laws for 2 years more.
That is the situation. I shall note each fact separately and as
simply as possible.

Under his powers in the Thomas amendment, as amended
by the Gold Reserve Act, the President reduced the ccntent
of the dollar about 41 percent. This is where we get the
alleged 59-cent dollar, concerning which we have heard so
many fulminations on this floor, well summed up cn the
floor last week by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
Avcust H. Anpresen]. If I seem to especially honor our
genial and likable friend, Mr. AvcusT H. ANDRESEN, with a
place in my remarks, it will be because he is next ranking
minority member of the Committee on Coinage, handling the
bill, and has frequently discussed these monetary policies
on the floor, and particularly as they affect agriculture,
voicing, as he understands it, the interest of the farmers,
and voicing the opinions of his party.

In his discussion of the pending bill last week, the gentle-
man from Minnesota said that “instead of increasing exports
and raising prices on farm products in this country, ex-
ports declined, imports increased, and prices today are the
lowest in history when you consider the purchasing power
of a 59-cent dollar.”

The first thing I want to note about the 59-cent dollar is
that the Republican Party in its national platform of 1936
tacitly endorsed it. The platform declaration reads:

We oppose further devaluation of the dollar,

They did not denounce the 41-percent reduction in the dol-
lar, and did not promise to restore it to a 100-cent dollar.
They contented themselves with a mere declaration against
a further reduction, and when they did that they impliedly
approved the reduction already made. There was no con-
demnation of the 59-cent dollar in the Republican national
platform, just as there was no condemnation of the repeal
of the gold-payment clause, so often denounced on the
floor as an act of national dishonor and perfidy. The mi-
nority report on $35 gold is very interesting. It reads:

The minority members of the committee believe that the present
price of gold should remain at §35 per ounce until and unless Con-
%r"m? should, at some time, by appropriate legislation, decree other-

The minority report further says:
There should be no devaluations in the future.

That ought to make it unanimous as to what has been done
down to now. So why all this fuss in Congress about $35 gold
and cutting the gold dollar 41 percent? We may take it as
an established fact in this controversy that the Republican
Party approves the action of the administration in fixing the
gold price at $35 and in reducing the content of the dollar,
measured in gold, 41 percent.

But the argument for these policies does not end here. The
record is further that when Roosevelt came in the dollar in
purchasing power was worth $1.75. The commeodity price
index in 1926 shows that the dollar was worth $1.75 in all
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other values. The dollar was the only thing that was worth
anything. And the record is that the lowest value the dollar
has reached since 1933 was $1.14 in 1937, the only year in
which we have approached either prosperity or parity prices
since 1929. And today the American dollar is worth $1.30 on
the 1926 commodity price index. This means that the dollar
is still worth more than anything else, and as long as a dollar
is worth a cent more than the things it buys it is a dear
dollar.

During the debate last week about the 59-cent dollar I made
the statement that it was my understanding we have a $2
dollar measured in farm products. Since then I have secured
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics some figures giving the
market prices on wheat, cotton, corn, and hogs in March
1926 and March 1939 showing the average prices on those
commodities to be just about double in 1926 over 1939, and
I shall insert this brief table at this point. It ought to dis-
pose of the 59-cent dollar as a reason for defeating the
pending bill.

Comparison of commodity prices for 1926 and 1939

Price averages
Commodity and Grade or variet
¥ Unit
market Mareh | Average
1830 1926
‘Wheat:
Minneapolis. .- Ng. 2, Dark Northern $0.773 $1. 555 | Bushels.
Portland_______| Hard Vﬁlim ............... .69 1.438 Do.
& fluth Louis._._.__| No. 2 Red Winter, Soft . ___| . 736 1. 555 Do.
otton:
G [ T Uplsnd, Midland, 8pot___ . 086 .17 | Pounds.
New York do__. .09 176 Do.
To:
Chieago....... No. 2, Yellow. ___________ 485 .773 | Bushels.
Qe No 3, Yellow_ 477 . 748 Do.
Hogs: Chicago._.__ Heavy Butchers’, Good to 7.30 12,33 | Hundred-
Choice. weight.

The fact is the American dollar is the dearest dollar in the
world today, and the safest dollar, a condition which sheds a
lot of light on the phenomenon of the gold of the world con-
tinuing to flow into the United States. The world, in effect,
says that the United States is the safest place in the world
to have money. To what country on earth would you want
our gold shipped for safekeeping?

The value of the dollar in purchasing power in 1933, $1.75,
based on gold at $20.67 an ounce, ties into and is a part of the
fixing of the gold price by the President at $35 an ounce.
The gentleman from Minnesota stated in his remarks, and
repeated, that the difference between the mint price of $20.67
per ounce and the price of $35 an ounce, fixed by the President,
was a pure gift, a straight subsidy to the gold producers of the
world. In his exact words:

The United States Treasury subsidized foreign gold speculators

and foreign governments $14.33 an ounce on all gold shipped into
this country.

In another place he stated:

That amount of subsidy, as I call it, is paid to foreign gold
vendors and for newly mined gold in this country.

He proposed that this $14.33 subsidy be impounded in the
Treasury to be expended by the seller of the gold in the pur-
chase of American commodities.

Now, what are the facts? The facts are that before Roose-
velt fixed the price of gold at $35 an ounce it was ranging
between $33 and $34 an ounce in the markets of the world.

It has at times since then exceeded $35 an ounce. Not long
since gold went above $35 in Belgium, which claims the dis-
tinction, I believe, of being the only gold-standard country
in the world, but is now about to fall off. That disposes
completely of the subsidy. There is no such thing as a sub-
sidy of $14.33 on gold to be applied to the purchase of
American commodities, or anything else.

And for good measure, may I recall your attention to the
fact that in January 1934, which was prior to the passage
of the Gold Reserve Act, which became law on January
80, 1934, the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, from
January 2 to January 15, paid $34.06 per ounce for gold,
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and that from January 16 to January 31 the Federal Re-
serve Board paid $34.45 per ounce. This was necessary to
stop the outflow of our gold into the higher gold market of
the world.

The record is further that more than a year and a half
before Roosevelt cut the gold content 41 percent, England
had gone off gold, had taken the pound sterling off gold,
and the pound sterling had already declined from its historic
place around $4.85 to around $3.35 in gold. This means that
before Roosevelt cut the dollar 41 percent England had cut
the pound 41 percent. Roosevelt only put the dollar down
in this country to where it had been down in England for
a year and a half. France had devalued the franc 80 per-
cent, and the money in Italy, Germany, and Russia was
worth less than that. Now, what did this mean? It meant
that the United States stood on a peak of high-dollar valua-
tion against the cheap moneys of the world. The United
States could not compete in the world markets or even in its
own markets against those cheap moneys. It had to reduce
the dollar to where it could compete with the cheap moneys
of the world, or go out of business at home and abroad.

And today, in spite, if you will, of the devaluation of the
dollar, of the repeal of the gold-payment clause in $100,-
000,000,000 of debts, public and private, and of the Silver
Purchase Act, the American dollar is still the soundest and
dearest dollar in the world. Even if there had been no legis-
lation by Congress the United States would have had to pay
practically the same price for gold it is now paying, or lose
all of its gold. The United States simply recognized a world
condition and trend and met it.

Some gentlemen on the other side asked yesterday about
this, and they said, “You have got the stabilization fund. Is
that not enough to stabilize your foreign exchange?” No.
That is just half of the program. The other half is to be
able to change the value of the dollar,

In that connection I shall ask leave to extend as a part
of my remarks a letter that I received this morning from
the American Farm Bureau Federation. I believe I will read
a paragraph or two of it at this point. The man who wrote
this letter can beat me all to pieces when it comes to stating
explicitly why the Executive power to devaluate the dollar
should be continued and why we should not return to the
gold standard. This is what the American Farm Bureau
Federation letter of April 19 says.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from
Colorado has expired.

Mr. SOMERS of New York.
gentleman 5 additional minutes.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I want to read part of this
letter. Just two paragraphs right here:

Practically every important nation of the world has abandoned
the fixed gold standard. The executive branch of practically every
nation of the world has been given the power to depreciate its
currency if it so wishes and to do so without pubnc discussion
and debate. In the world today when currencies of competitor
nations are in a state of constant flux it would be suicidal to tie
the hands of our Government and prevent it from adjusting our
currency in such a way as to protect our export markets and pre-
ventk E:ureign produce from being dumped into our domestic
mar! .

If the existing power to revalue the dollar within the specified
limits is not continued, it really means putting the United States
back on the fixed gold standard. It means tying our dollar to a
fixed gold content. We would be virtually the only country in the
world that would be doing so. By tying our currency to the gold
dollar while the other countries are permitted to depreciate their
currencies at will, we are deliberately sacrificing the one weapon
which prevents foreign countries from actually carrying out the
depreciation of their currencies. We would be giving up the one
weapon which would restrain these competing nations from getting
a competitive advantage in the agricultural and industrial markets
of the world.

I presume no gentleman will claim there is any politics in
this letter. I hope before you vote on this bill every one of
you will read it.

It is the voice not only of one farm organization but of
all farm organizations. It is the voice of the farmers of this
Nation. Itis almost incredible to my mind that a man repre-
senting a great western farm State would sign his name to
the minority report on this bill, which declares, in these

Mr. Chairman, I yield the
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words, “we should return to the gold standard.” He is the
only man west of the Ohio on the Committee on Coinage.
I know his State would vote against returning to the gold
standard and would vote for the remonetization of silver
overwhelmingly. I know every other western farm State
would do the same thing. I do not believe the monetary
doctrine set up on the minority report would carry a farm
district in the United States. It is contrary to the farm
philosophy of money from the beginning. The head and
front of the opposition to the gold standard and for the re-
monetization of silver has been the American farmer.

How they have been victimized and robbed by the fixed gold
standard and the fixed gold dollar is set out in cold facts and
figures in the letter of the Farm Bureau. I challenge the
Republican representatives of farm States and districts to
refute these statements. The opposition of these representa-
tives to this bill ought to be the paramount issue in every
one of their districts. Either they would be retired from
public life or the farmers of the Nation have reneged on their
own faith and the faith of their fathers. Since when have
the farmers of America become addicts to the Wall Street
gold standard? A gold standard antisilver farm voice is a
new note, and, in my judgment, a false note in American
politics.

The gentleman from Minnesota also attacked the gold-
and-silver-purchase legislation under these laws from an-
other angle, from the angle of exports and imports, in which
he showed a heavy balance against this country, during, and
as the result of, the operation of these laws. It is interest-
ing to note where he got his unfavorable balance. He got
it wholly from gold and silver. He showed total imports
during the period of $21,174,000,000 and total exports of
$13,740,000,000, leaving a total trade balance against the
United States of $7,434,000,000. But in this total he got in a
gold import balance against the United States of $8,663,000,-
000, which is $1,229,000,000 more than his total balance
against the United States, however he got this arithmetic.
Then he got in a silver import balance against the United
States of $929,000,000, which, added to the $1,229,000,000 of
gold excess, makes a total of $2,158,000,000 more against the
United States than his total balance of trade against the
United States during the period.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I will, since I have mentioned
the gentleman, but my time is very limited.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The figures which I had
in my table were figures from the Department of Commerce
which showed imports and exports from January 1, 1934,
up to February 28 of this year, and I assume that they are
accurate figures from the Department. The additions are
correct. It shows that the United States is a debtor Nation
to foreigners to the tune of over $7,000,000,000.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I am accepting the figures as
to gold and silver imports as correct, and I hope the House
will at least give me additional time to finish my comment
on those figures as used by the gentleman from Minnesota.

He lists gold bought by this country at the world-market
price, and silver at nearly the world-market price, as making
up not merely all of the balance of trade against us, but
$2,158,000,000 more than all. The gentleman attaches no
value to the imports. In a table he sets out a gold import
of $8,663,000,000-0dd, and a silver import of $929,000,000, and
charges them off as a total loss, notwithstanding both metals
are worth practically the world market price paid for them,
and we now have these stores of metal in our national wealth.

When we subtract this fictitious loss of $9,592,000,000 from
the total imports of $21,174,681,825 for the period, it leaves a
balance in our favor of $2,157,750,233, instead of a loss of
$7,434,308,544, as shown in his table. In this way he is able
to obliterate more than $1,000,000,000 trade balance in favor
of the United States in 1938, and all other trade balances in
our favor during the period. The analysis of the gentleman’s
figures fairly raises a question as to the validity of some of
his other export-import figures.

L_ L e
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On the whole I think we may well accept the suggestion
in the minority report that gold should stay “as is” until
Congress at some future time in its wisdom may change it.

I want to pass now to domestic silver. Since the passage
of the Thomas amendment, the Treasury has acquired 253,-
000,000 ounces of domestically mined silver. It purchased
this silver at an average of 6912 cents an ounce, which would
bring the total cost to about $175,000,000. At the present
world-market price, about 44 cents, although it has at times
gone much higher, the world-market value of this silver
would be $111,000,000, making the total cost to the Treasury
above the world market $64,000,000, an average of $13,000,000
8 year.

Domestic-silver production runs about 60,000,000 ounces a
year. With the world price of 44 cents, and the Treasury
paying 64.64 cents, this would amount to a so-called subsidy
of a fraction over 20 cents an ounce. That is less than
$13,000,000 a year to help sustain an industry which we
would be fools to let languish any more than it is now.

But this silver is not costing the Treasury anything. The
Treasury pays for the silver in the first place in Federal
Reserve notes, then issues silver certificates against the silver
and replaces the Federal Reserve notes with these silver:
cerfificates. I quote from the minority report:

The Treasury has issued sufficlent silver coins and certificates to
pay for the cost of the silver acquired.

Therefore the payment is only a bookkeeping transaction.
There is enough silver in the Treasury to redeem all out-
standing silver certificates, including those issued against
foreign silver. I quote from the Secretary of the Treasury,
page 15 of the hearings before the Senate Silver Committee,
on February 7:

We now have more than adequate silver to back all the silver
certificates outstanding. There is a dollar's worth of silver for
each dollar certificate. These certificates have the same value as
if issued against gold.

The Treasury takes half of this silver as seigniorage, and
issues certficates up to the cost of the silver at $1.29 an ounce,
just double the purchase price. This silver coinage and cur-
rency is the only nonretireable money in existence, except
$346,000,000 in greenbacks. If cannot be withdrawn or di-
minished. It is non-interest-bearing money. It is the only
form of money we have that is not based on national bonds
or other interest-bearing debts. It is the principal circulat-
ing medium of the people. Look at the money in your pocket.

What has been said about domestic silver can largely be
said of foreign silver. Under the Silver Purchase Act the
Treasury has acquired 1,385,000,000 ounces of foreign silver,
at an average cost of 531 cents an ounce, which is 91, cents
above the world market price, making the total cost, above
the world market price about $210,000,000, but paid for in
silver certificates. Between foreign and domestic silver we
have outstanding about $1,500,000,000 in silver certificates
issued at the monetary price of $1.29 an ounce. The interest
saving on this volume of silver currency—$1,500,000,000 at
3 percent—is $45,000,000 a year. It seems to me that this
feature of the silver policy is underemphasized. In 5 years
the interest saving on this volume of silver certificates would
liquidate the entire subsidy on both foreign and domestic
silver. That would mean that the subsidy has already been
largely liquidated by interest saving.

I can well understand why this form of money does not
look good to the Wall Street bankers. They like money
with the choke string of a mortgage on it. When it gets too
plentiful all they have to do is to pull the string. They
pulled it in 1920, enforcing an immediate tremendous liqui-
dation and bringing on the depression of 1921. They retired
$2,000,000,000 in Federal Reserve notes, which took with it
$8,000,000,000 more of credit. They can do the same thing
today, and will do it at the first signs of what they call
“inflation,” and they will continue to do it as long as they
are permitted to control the monetary and credit systems of
the country.

Of course, it is the theory of the opponents of the silver-
purchase policy that silver is in the same category with
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printing-press money. It is considered as basicly value-
less. In this connection, in contradistinction to this view,
it is of interest to recall a singular thing happening after
the World War, when India went from the silver rupee
to the paper rupee. England, seeing the imperative need of
stabilizing the rupee, went into the world market for silver,
and the only place she could find silver was in the United
States, and a representative of the British Government came
to Washington and bought 200,000,000 silver dollars from
the Treasury and shipped them to England, where they were
melted down and coined into Indian rupees. In that period
silver went to $1.32 an ounce. Think of that, a demonetized
metal going to $1.32 an ounce. Since the silver purchase
policy began, silver in the world market reached 87 cents an
ounce. What has happened twice may happen again,
especially when it relates to the needs of the world for real
money.

I confess that I have indulged in speculation as to the
ultimate status, not only of silver, but of gold—of the money
metals, Is the world going to discard gold and silver, which
have been the money of all civilizations? Is it going on a
permanent managed-money basis, divorced from the metals?
If I had to make one blind answer, it would be that you will
eventually see a world demand for a share of this gold and
silver. Another answer is that I would not sell this gold
and silver at its present market price for the dollars of any
ccuntry on earth.

It is my common-sense conviction, based on history, that
gold and silver are still the moneys of the world. These
great metal reserves are the backlogs of our monetary sys-
tem. These metals, by a stroke of the pen, could be put
under every dollar in existence in this country, and every
dollar would have more than $2 of gold and silver behind
it at the world market price. I cannot escape the convic-
tion that if some other country had all this gold and silver
we would have a real 59-cent dollar, no matter what its face
value. As the account now stands, I shall vote to let the
law stand. [Applause.]

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATI
Washington, D. C., April 19 1939.
To all Members of the House of Representatives:

I am writing to convey to you the support of the American
Farm Bureau Federation for the extension of the President's
power to change the gold content of our dollar provided for in
the Somers bill, H. R. 3325, which is now under consideration
by the House of Representatives. We respectfully urge your sup-
port of the continuance of the power to revalue our dollar in
order to protect our currency and to safeguard our exports and
our domestic markets. This is a matter of vital importance to
30,000,000 farm people.

At the last annual meeting of the federation held at New
Orleans, La. December 11, 12, and 13, the voting delegates from
39 member State organizations representing through their mem-
bership approximately 1,500,000 farm people asked for the con-
tinuation of this power, pending an investigation and report on
the whole monetary problem by a joint committee of Congress.
A copy of the resolution is appended. BSenator BANKHEAD and
Representative STEAGALL have already Iintroduced resolutions in
the Senate and House which embody our recommendation for
such a study; the Somers bill continuing the power to revalue
the dollar embodies our other recommendation.

The power to revalue our dollar expires on June 30, 1939, unless
action is taken by Congress to renew this authority. Failure to
act now would be calamitous. Perhaps at no time since the close
of the World War has the international situation been more
unstable. It is imperative, particularly under such conditions of
international insecurity, that we maintain these powers to pro-
tect our markets from the disastrous consequences of monetary
manipulation and exchange fluctuations by foreign countries.
Now that we are a creditor Nation with huge surpluses, especially
of wheat and cotton, it is vital that we protect our export t.rade
from adverse currency manipulation by competing nations.

Practically every important nation of the world has abandoned
the fixed gold standard. The executive branch of practically every
nation of the world has been given the power to depreciate its
currency if it so wishes and to do so without public discussion
and debate. In the world today when currencies of competitor
nations aré in a state of constant flux it would be sulecidal to tie
the hands of our Government and prevent it from adjusting our
currency in such a way as to protect our export markets and
prevent foreign produce from being dumped into our domestic
market.

If the existing power to revalue the dollar within the specified
limits is not continued it really means putting the United States
back on the fixed gold standard. It means tying our dollar to a
fixed gold content. We would be virtually the only country in the
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world that would be doing so. By tying our currency to the gold
dollar while the other countries are tted to depreciate their
currencies at will, we are deliberately sacrificing the one weapon
which prevents forelgn countries from actually carrying out the
depreciation of their currencies. We would be giving up the one
weapon which would restrain these competing nations from get-
ting a competitive advantage in the agricultural and industrial
markets of the world.

The attempt to maintain a fixed value for our gold dollar regard-
less of changes in our economic and monetary conditions was an
important factor in bringing about the most disastrous and far-
reaching depression in our history in 1920-32. Because our dollar
was rigidly bound to a fixed quantity of gold and because other
countries depreciated their currencies, basic commodity prices
dropped almost one-half. That means we had to produce twice as
much to obtain the same dollar income as in 1929. Our dollar
became so dear that it could no longer serve as a fair medium of
exchange for goods and services and the payment of debts. Our
whole economic structure was brought to the brink of ruin.

Farmers who must exchange their commodities for dollars suffer
the most from a fixed gold dollar. For example, in 1929 a farmer
could exchange less than 1 bushel of wheat for a dollar, but in
1932 the farmer had to exchange 3 bushels of wheat for our
gold dollar with its fixed value. Likewise, the cotton farmer who
borrowed $100 in 1929, borrowed the equivalent of one and one-
sixth bales of cotton, but if he had to pay back this debt in 1932,
he had to pay back the equivalent of four bales of cotton.

The abandonment of the fixed gold standard in 1933 followed by
the revaluation of our dollar stopped the ruinous process of defla-
tion and proved a major factor in starting our Nation back on the
road to recovery. To abandon now the power to revalue our dollar
means once more subjecting the millions of our farm people to
the merciless consequences of a fixed and rigid gold standard at a
time when our competitor nations can, at will, change the value
of their currencies.

We have made much progress toward a managed currency which
can serve as a fair medium of exchange and as a protection to the
farmers of our Nation. We should go forward and not backward.
‘We, therefore, respectfully urge the continuance of the power to
revalue our dollar.

Sincerely yours,
Epwarp A. O'NEAL, President.

Resolution adopted by the annual meeting of the American Farm

Bureau Federation, New Orleans, La., December 11, 12, 13, 1938

7 MONEY AND PRICE LEVEL

The American Farm Bureau Federation has repeatedly urged
Congress to exerecise its constitutional obligation to regulate the
value of money by establishing and maintaining a managed cur-
rency, regulated on an index of basic commodity prices which
will maintain a dollar with a constant purchasing and debt-paying

Wer,
poThe American Farm Bureau Federation urges Congress to create
a special congressional committee to study the problem of fluctuat-
ing basic commodity price levels and the effect of such fluctuations
on farmers, producers of other basic commodities, and the economic
life of the country. We urge also that such a congressional
committee study the monetary systems of this and other countries
in an attempt to ascertain the effect of monetary policy on basic
commodity price levels and based on these studies to propcse
effective methods of achieving a greater stability in basic com-
modity prices and that Congress enact such legislation as will
achieve this objective.

Pending the completion of this report to Congress, we urge the
continuation by Congress of the President’s authority to change
the gold content of the dollar.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Colo-
rado has again expired.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks and to include the letter
from the American Farm Bureau Federation.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman must secure that per-
mission in the House.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I suggest the absence of
& quorum, and I make the point of order there is no quorum
present.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. CoorEr). The Chair will count.
TAfter counting.] One hundred and thirty-two Members
are present, a quorum.

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I yield 12 minutes
to the gentleman from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER]. "

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, in considering the con-
tinuation of the powers of the President as proposed in the
pending measure, it seems to me of extreme importance that
we contemplate their effect in our international relationships.
It is to that I wish to address myself in the time allotted.
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THE GOLD RACKET

Ten billion dollars of worthless Eufopean paper now lines
our Nation’s vaults. Those loans represented the labor of
millions of Americans, given by our bankers to Europe.

The present administration has repeatedly denounced that
action in unmeasured terms.

Yet in the last 6 years the labor of millions of Americans
to the amount of $10,000,000,000 has been given to Europe
by our gold policy.

Whether our $15,000,000,000 store of gold, supposed to be
buried by Secretary Morgenthau in the hills of Eentucky,
will be worth any more than the repudiated European paper
we have stored here in Washington depends on the policies
of our European friends.

Certainly Uncle Sam has been maneuvered into a rather
precarious position when recovery for our vast investments
in Europe must depend upon the fiscal policies of nations
that have already repudiated their solemn obligations.

The debt situation necessitated outright repudiation. The
gold imbroglio only requires a little skillfful manipulation
in order to reduce our gold stores to the status of the now
worthless promissory notes.

Secretary Morgenthau ridicules the suggestion that foreign
countries would adopt any policies that would make our gold
stores worthless.

The decision now hangs by the slender thread of the
British financial stake in gold production in Canada and
South Africa. That alone gives us any semblance of hope
that gold values will be sustained. The British gold reserves
are being depleted at a rate that threatens disaster to the
system upon which the value of our gold supplies entirely
depends. The British lost more than $1,000,000,000 worth of
gold last year and are rapidly approaching the end of their
gold reserves.

Curiously enough Soviet Russia has been the principal
beneficiary of our gold policy outside Great Britain. The
best estimates indicate that America in 5 years has sus-
tained the Soviet economy to the extent of $1,000,000,000
by our gold policy.

Although the figures are rarely, if ever, published in Amer-
ica the best information available would seem to show that
America with 10,000,000 unemployed is giving over $200,-
000,000 a year out of our bankrupt Treasury to finance the
Soviet system in its attempt to communize the world.

Perhaps a modern Bryan is needed to inquire how long
America will be crucified on a double-cross of British and
Russian gold.

The world is simply playing upon Uncle Sam another grim
and gigantic joke. They get our goods and we get their in-
creasingly useless gold.

We labor and perspire and ship $10,000,000,000 worth of
goods overseas while Americans are in dire need. They give
us gold that we bury in the ground while our own people
starve.

This solemn farce is all carried out under the pretext of
international trade and good will. But where and when
do we get off?

The flood of gold is rapidly becoming an avalanche. Rus-
sia is holding in check its production for fear Uncle Sam
will choke but is shipping indirectly all the international
bankers believe America will swallow without awakening to
the story of King Midas.

Many nations and individuals are approaching the con-
clusion that gold may not indefinitely symbolize power. The
United States may too late discover that the loan racket of
the twenties has been succeeded by the gold racket of the
thirties. Uncle Sam is paying a high price for his education
in European chicanery.

Let America in the next decade feed and clothe America—
rather than Russia. Uncle Sam has ample ability and ca-

pacity to produce but seems regularly to lose his shirt in
international trade.

The attempt to make the world prosperous and peaceful
by reciprocal-trade agreements has obviously failed. Now
America must try an all-American plan.
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During the past few years this Government has been
acquiring constantly increasing amounts of gold. When this
administration started we had what was termed $5,000,000,-
000 worth. In the last 6 years we have acquired what we
call $15,000,000,000 worth. That is $10,000,000,000 worth
additional. Most of that has come from overseas.

During January and February of this year $350,000,000
worth of gold came into this country. What is the signifi-
cance of this increasing gold hoard, supposed to be stored
by the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Morgenthau, down in
the hills of Kentucky? It has meant, in substance, that
$10,000,000,000 worth, or approximately that, of the labor
and sacrifice of Americans has been given to foreign lands.
In 1920 to 1930 $12,000,000,000 was loaned to our European
friends, and the administration, and I think perhaps very
properly, has been very critical of the action of our bankers
in giving to Europe $12,000,000,000 worth of American goods
for notes that have now been repudiated and are down here
lining our vaults—worthless European paper.

Yet in the last 6 years exactly the same process has been
repeated, by which nearly $10,000,000,000 worth of the labor
of Americans and their goods has been transferred to Europe,
while Americans were on the point of starvation. While we
were struggling with internal domestic problems with more
than 12,000,000 people still out of work, and with 25,000,000
women and children dependent upon them for their daily
bread, we have continued to pour those goods and services
overseas and take back for them not the repudiated notes
of the 1920’s but gold that may be equally worthless, unless
this gold is going to continue as a medium of exchange
for which sometime we can get back value received. What
are the possibilities?

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield right there?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Does not the gentleman think the
people of Germany would like to have some of our gold
right now in exchange for our goods? Are they not clamor-
ing for our goods?

Mr. BREWSTER. Not if they can make the deal with
Great Britain which was nearly consummated just before
the recent crisis, under which those countries subscribing to
to the sterling standard—the 32 nations that assemble them-
selves about Great Britain in international trade—decide
they will not continue any longer to play with gold. In that
event, in the event of that agreement with Germany that
Great Britain was on the point of consummating, gold may
become increasingly a thing of unimportance in the machi-
nations of international finance.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It is predicted that inside
of the next 18 months we shall have 90 percent of the
world’s supply of gold; it will be owned by the United
States. This means that the other countries in the world
will no longer recognize gold as a medium of international
exchange. Secretary Morgenthau now points out that we
have too much gold. If the gentleman would permit, I
would like to quote a brief summary as to what he says in
this regard.

Mr,. BREWSTER. If it will not take too much of my time.
I yield briefly.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I quote from the statement
of Secretary Morgenthau:

We are confronted with the fact that though we should like
to receive less gold and even to get rid of substantial amounts of
the gold we already have, there is, under the existing circum-
stances, no acceptable alternative to the policy we have been pur-
suing. In the case of all the proposals we have examined, the
remedy has always been worse than the disease. The best way
to reduce our gold inflow on commodity and service account is
for us to have full recovery so that our imports will rise more
rapidly than our exports.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?
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Mr. BREWSTER. My time is too limited. The gentleman
will have to get time from his own side.

I may say to the gentleman from Idaho that he had better
read the recommendations of the American Mining Con-
gress at their last session when they indicated that a con-
tinuation of the present gold policies of the United States
would result in ruining the gold miners of this country.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. I wish the gentleman would yield.
I will yield the gentleman a moment from our side if he
will answer a question.

Mr. BREWSTER. Very well; if the gentleman provides
the time.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Does the gentleman know the
amount of United States currency exported for this worth-
less gold that is flowing in from Europe? I would like to
give the gentleman some idea. Reading from the United
States News of April 17, we find the net shipment of United
States currency to Europe during March totaled $23,-
000,000, or nearly $10,000,000 above the previous high record
established last September. The shipments reflect the de-
mand of Europeans for currency which they can hoard.
That is what is happening to our currency, our paper money
while this huge reserve of gold is idle and we are told the
banks are bursting with money that nobody wants.

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes; but they are going to return that
to us whenever they see fit, when it suits their interest, and
we will find ourselves once again the prize “sucker” of the
world as we did when we lent them $12,000,000,000 on their
repudiated notes.

Are we going to continue to take this gold that can be
rendered worthless at any time by a change of the financial
policies of Great Britain and the nations that cluster about
the sterling standard? I say the time has come to call a
halt. When Mr. Morgenthau begins to ponder the implica~
tions of accumulating $15,000,000,000 in gold that we now
have buried down in the hills of Kentucky, it is time for the
rest of the people in America to begin to think about the
implications of that program.

Mr. McGRANERY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. McGRANERY. I am interested in the gentleman's
statement. I wish he would explain how Great Britain could
ruin our currency.

Mr. BREWSTER. I shall be very happy to answer the
gentleman as well as I can. I am an amateur in inter-
national finance. It is time, however, that somebody in
America began to think about it. Let me point out this
example: We recently made a reciprocal-trade agreement
with Great Britain. I do not know whether the gentleman
subscribes to that agreement or not, but the members of his
party are responsible for that program. I do know, how-
ever, that within 2 weeks after that agreement was made,
Great Britain depreciated sterling by 20 cents a pound, or
5 percent. This meant that instantly every atom of protec-
tion we had was depreciated by 5 percent; in other words,
Great Britain practically repudiated that agreement hefore
the ink was dry. This is the sort of thing which I say
threatens disaster. If they permit sterling to drop, they can
wipe out our own economy as they did 10 years ago.

Mr. McGRANERY. I do not understand about Great
Britain’s being in a position to determine our currency, for
our policy has been such as to stabilize, or give to the world
whatever stability there ig in currency.

Mr. BREWSTER. How does the gentleman explain that
they took 20 cents off the pound sterling within 2 weeks
after the reciprocal-trade agreement with Great Britain was
entered into? Our stabilization fund did not seem to be
equal to that.

Mr. McGRANERY. Our stabilization fund is equal to it.

Mr. BREWSTER. Notwithstanding that, we permitted
the pound to drop from $5.07 down to $4.67, and it has been
as low as $4.60 within 6 months.

Mr. McGRANERY. The gentleman understands that has
always fluctuated and always will.
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Mr. BREWSTER. It has never fluctuated like that until
in recent years.

Mr. McGRANERY. I know of my own knowledge it has
gone down to $3.14, which is well below what the gentle-
‘man has in mind.

Mr, BREWSTER. When we had the last war.

Mr. McGRANERY. Since 1933.

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the gentleman is incorrect.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota.

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The gentleman is making
a very valuable contribution to this monetary discussion.
I want to ask him an important question. Last week a story
appeared in the newspapers that the United States Secret
Service had seized 12 American citizens who were engaging
in a plot to sell gold to the United States Treasury at the
increased price and there was involved, I think, $50,000,000
worth of gold. They are being picked up and will be prose-
cuted by the Federal Government.

Mr, BREWSTER. Yes.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. May I ask the gentleman,
will the United States Treasury buy the $80,000,000 of gold
that Hitler seized from Czechoslovakia?

Mr. BREWSTER. At the pleasure of Mr. Hitler.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. EBERHARTER. The gentleman made the observa-
tion that England had devalued the sterling.

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Does not the gentleman think that is
the best argument in the world why the United States should
also have the power to devalue the gold content of the cur-
rency of the United States? If England has that power and
the Treasury of England still has that power and they can
do it anyway, therefore it is absolutely necessary that the
Treasury of the United States have that power.

Mr. BREWSTER. I will try to answer the question. Do I
understand the gentlemen on that side will yield me some
time?

Mr. SOMERS of New York. I will yield the gentleman 3
additional minutes if he will yield to me for a brief question.

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. We have for 4 years placed in the
President the power of devaluation and the $2,000,000,000
stabilization fund. I have pointed out how he has failed to
use that in defending the dollar against the pound. Within
the past 6 months Great Britain, not satisfied with the ad-
vantage secured by the reciprocal-trade agreement, deliber-
ately devalued the pound. Instead of any longer entrusting
this enormous power to a single individual, which he has
admittedly failed to exercise, it has demonstrated, to my
mind, that the sound alternative is to restore a government
of law and not of men, and that Congress should lay down
the principle under which the dollar will be defended by pro-
tecting American industry against depreciated foreign cur-
rencies. In that way the Congress will carry out its constitu-
tional power to regulate the currency and will not be depend-
ent upon the chicanery of international high finance.

Mr. SOMERS of New York. The gentleman a few mo-
ments ago gave us the impression that at some recent con-
ference between Great Britain and Germany it was indicated
there was a possibility that the sterling bloc might lose inter-
est in gold.

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes.

Mr. SOMERS of New York. South Africa is a British
possession?

Mr. BREWSTER. Right.

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Canada is a British possession.

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes.

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Does the gentleman think
Great Britain will ever lose interest in gold?

Mr. BREWSTER. I think that question will be determined
entirely by what Great Britain may think is to its best inter-
est. Will the gentleman tell me what nation is next to Great
Britain in the production of gold?
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Mr. SOMERS of New York. Mexico.

Mr. BREWSTER. I have here a report issued by the De-
partment of Commerce covering imports of gold for January
and February. I read there that we have imported $350,-
000,000, giving the countries of origin, but I do not read there,
nor have I read in any report in the last 3 years that $200,-
000,000 a year of these gold imports are coming from Soviet
Russia. It ranks second only to Great Britain in the produc~
tion of gold. In other words, a billion dollars of hard-earned
American money, when we are facing disaster, has been given
to sustain the Soviet system in its attempt to communize the
world; yet no one can discover in the report of the Depart-
ment of Commerce a trace of that. I have been on the trail
of Soviet gold now for some years. I think it is time the
American people awakened to the extent to which this admin-
istration under its policy in connivance with Great Britain
is sustaining communism in the world.

Mr. SOMERS of New York. I know Russia produces some
gold. May I impress upon the gentleman, however, that
Great Britain produces more gold than any other nation in
the world, and it therefore is never going to lose interest in
that commodity.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, we invited one of the
members of one of the great gold firms of the world down here
awhile ago, and we asked him why we were buying all of this
foreign gold which has been offered. He said if we had not
done this and purchased it at $35 an ounce the British Em=
pire would have collapsed. By our fixed gold price we have
given Great Britain in the last 2 years a present of $2,000,-
000,000.

I said, “Is it necessary for us to do that?” He said, “That
is the basis of it.” I said, “Is it not right that Great Britain
should share the responsibility?” He said, “Yes. Great
Britain is supposed to buy one-half of the new gold produced,
but is not doing it.”

In this last year the United States has bought all the gold
produced in the world—in Russia, Great Britain, and every
other gold-producing country—and in addition has taken
more than $500,000,000 from Great Britain to maintain the
international balances.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. Iyield to the gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Does not the gentleman believe
this is an appreciating asset rather than a depreciating asset?

Mr. BREWSTER. When we are the only country that
buys gold it seems to me we are just deluding ourselves by
thinking that we can indefinitely maintain the price. How
Icng does the gentleman believe we can go on buying gold,
and when would he stop—when we have 100 percent of all
the gold in the world?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Following out this thought, in
the event that all the nations go off the gold standard, does
the gentleman believe the people of the individual countries
would not be interested in purchasing gold if they had the
opportunity? Would gold not be an appreciating asset
regardless of what all the countries do with respect to going
off the gold standard? S
. Mr. BREWSTER. I believe the gentleman will recognize
the American Gold Mining Congress as a pretty good au-
thority on that subject, and they said that unless we let
the people of this country get back to the use of gold the
people of all the world will lose their interest in gold. They
begged us in their last Congress to change this indefensible
policy. [Applause.]l

[Here the gavel fell.]l

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes

to the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr, RossioN].

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, ladies, and
gentlemen, because President Roosevelt claimed a great emer-
gency existed, a subservient Congress passed the original act
giving to the President extraordinary powers relating to the
stabilization fund and the alteration of the gold content of
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the dollar in 1934. The act was limited to 2 years except
the President could at the end of 2 years extend this power
for another year if he found the emergency still existed.
'The President, in 1936, extended these powers to himself for
1 more year, and in 1937 the administration forced through
Congress a bill to extend the time for 2 years more. This
power to the President will expire June 30, 1939. The pur-
pose of this bill is to grant another extension of 2 years, to
June 30, 1941.
THE “GREAT EMERGENCY" ADMINISTRATION

No administration has ever approached the present ad-
ministration in great and extraordinary “emergencies.”
They dig up a new “emergency” every week. Beginning with
March 4, 1933, the President, with his big majority in the
House and Senate, has forced through Congress scores of
measures, all of them based on “emergencies.” These meas-
ures granted extraordinary powers to the President for
periods of 1 or 2 years.

When the time of these emergency acts expired the Presi-
dent forced through Congress extensions from time to time.
It will be observed that the extensions of time granted for
these emergency acts reaches beyond January 1941, when Mr.
Roosevelt goes out of office. The American people will then
have had 8 years of “emergencies,” with 8 years of increased
taxes, increased deficits, increased debts, increased dictatorial
powers, with increased unemployment and increased relief
rolls, but with a decrease in farm income, farm prices, and a
decrease in private business and private employment.

TOO MUCH POWER FOR ONE MAN

Under the original act a $2,000,000,000 so-called stabilization
fund was turned over to the President to stabilize our cur-
rencies. This Nation had existed for 140 years and no stabili-
zation fund was ever required to protect the honest American
dollar. During that 140 years there have been fluctuations
of the value of the currencies of the world. Such fluctua-
tions have always existed—for instance, following the World
War the Russian ruble was so devalued that it took 100,000
rubles to equal 5 cents in American money. The German
mark was devalued to the point where it was worthless, as
100,000 German marks would not buy a 10-cent lunch. The
French franc was devalued from time to time, and this was
true of other countries. But until this act of the New Deal
the American dollar was worth 100 cents throughout the
world. While other nations were tinkering with and debasing
their currencies and coins, ours remained fixed, and the very
fact that we had a dollar that was good in every part of the
world caused this Nation to make the greatest progress and
to be the most prosperous in the world. [Applause.]

Two billion dollars is a large sum of money. It could be
used to do much harm to this country. It has been strongly
intimated by an Assistant Secretary of the Treasury that part
of this huge sum of, money has been loaned to various
governments.

The greatest blow that was struck to the American dollar
and to American business was the action of the President in
reducing the gold content of the American dollar from 100
cents down to 59.06 cents in 1934. As another evidence of
the lack of need of this huge stabilization fund we have not
changed the value of the American dollar since 1934, while
the currencies of France, Germany, Russia, and other nations
have been devalued from time to time.

CONGRESS SURRENDERS ITS POWERS

Section 8, article I of the Constitution expressly provides
that “Congress shall have the power to coin money, regulate
the value thereof, and of foreign coins, and fix the standard
of weights and measures,” but in the very teeth of this con-
stitutional provision Congress abdicated its powers and gave
to the President these extraordinary powers. If it were
necessary to reduce the gold content of the dollar or change
its value, the Congress under its plain constitutional duties
should have done this itself and not delegated these powers
to the President. I am one Member of Congress who is un-
willing to admit my legislative incapacity. It is our duty to
legislate and not abdicate. I am willing to assume the re-
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sponsibility and carry out the powers given to Congress under
the Constitution. The people of the United States sent you
and me here to uphold and carry out the provisions of the
Constitution and not surrender these powers to one man
simply because he declares an emergency exists. I shall
vote against this bill and thereby uphold the Constitution
and protect the rights of the American people,
59.06-CENT DOLLARS

What did the President do with these extraordinary pow-
ers? Our money was based on the gold dollar. The gold
dollar contained 25.8 grains of gold, nine-tenths fine. The
President reduced the gold content of the dollar to 15.521
grains, which meant a reduction of 40.94 percent of the gold
content of our dollar, and that reduced the dollar from 100
cents to 59.06 cents. The American people owned approxi-
mately $7,000,000,000 in gold and gold certificates issued by
the Government, giving the citizens the right to call for the
amount of their gold certificates in gold. The President
under this law forced all American citizens that held any gold
coins or gold certificates to bring in their coins and cer-
tificates and turn them over to the Government, and for
each 100 cents in gold coin and gold certificates they were
given a paper dollar worth 59.06 cents. In other words, the
Government took away from the citizens over 40 cents out of
each dollar. Now, 40 cents out of every dollar of $7,000,000,-
000 amounts to $2,800,000,000. The administration then
boasted that it made a profit of $2,800,000,000 out of this
transaction. If the Government made that much profit, the
American people lost $2,800,000,000. This administration
simply tock that amount of money away from its own citi-
zens. The Government made a profit on that just like it
could and would make a profit by taking from its citizens a
hundred head of good milk cows, worth $100 apiece, and
force the owners of the $100 cows to exchange them for cows
worth only $59.06 apiece. Of course, the Government could
boast, as this administration has, that it made over $40 on
each cow, but it would violate every principle of honesty,
justice, and decency to do it.

The President, under this devaluation law, has the power
to further devalue the American dollar. He can force the
American people to bring in their 59.06-cent dollars and
exchange them for 50-cent dollars, and the Government will
make some more profit in this devious manner, This policy is
not only unjust; it is dishonest.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. ROBSION of Eentucky. I yield for a question.

Mr. REED of New York. The gentleman has mentioned
devaluation of the Russian ruble. The officials in power at
that time used devaluation to deprive the farmers of Russia
of their wealth. The farmers were unfamiliar with the
effect of devaluation. The officials bought up all the wheat
of the farmers, and the Russian farmers then found that
the purchasing power of the ruble had disappeared. This
policy meant ruin to the Russian farmers. Has not deval-
uation of the currencies for 2,000 years been the instrument
of oppression used by every unscrupulous and dishonest
ruler?

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Yes. It was used by the
dictators and tyrants who ruled nations 2,000 years ago, and
it has been used from time to time by oppressive and dis-
honest rulers and dictators throughout the last 2,000 years.
Wherever it has been used, dishonor and disaster have fol-
lowed. A number of dictators and tyrants required the
people to bring in their gold, just as we were, and had it
reminted and then made new identical coins, but they put
in alloys of tin, copper, lead, or silver, and cut the gold
content of the coin. The Government got the gold that was
taken from the people’s gold coins, and, of course, the Gov-
ernment made a so-called profit. This process was followed
time and again, so that in many instances the so-called
gold coins of the country were almost destitute of gold and
almost worthless.

So far as I have been able to read history, no nation has at
any one time made a 40-percent devaluation, as was done by
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President Roosevelt. Many of us complained in this country
about Hitler putting a penalty of 20 percent on the property
of the Jews in Germany, according to press reports, and re-
quired these Jews to pay that sum fo satisfy large damage
assessments made against the Jewish people of Germany.
That amounted to a 20-percent tax or penalty against the
prosperous or well-to-do Jews. Mr. Roosevelt, in debasing or
devaluing the gold dollar, in effect, assessed the holders of
every gold dollar and gold certificate in this Nation 40.94
percent, and that amounted to a tax or a taking of 40.94 cents
out of every gold dollar and every gold certificate, and on the
$7,000,000,000 it amounted to $2,800,000,000. Mr. Roosevelt
put a greater penalty or a greater tax on each and every
American citizen holding gold or gold certificates than Hitler
placed on the Jewish people.

We are told that it is not the purpose of the President to
further devalue the American dollar. If this be true, why
should we pass this bill extending this power to June 30, 1941?

The uncertainty of the value of our dollar has created dis-
trust and lack of confidence and has prevented recovery in
industry, agriculture, and employment.

NEW DEAL'S GREATEST AND COSTLIEST FOLLY

The President was given the power under this act not only
to fix the value of gold and silver but to buy it in unlimited
quantities. As we have pointed out, he forced the American
people to surrender their $7,000,000,000 of gold and paid to
them $20.67 an ounce. In a short time he fixed the price of
newly mined gold at $35 an ounce and pledged this Govern-
ment to buy and pay $35 an ounce for all the gold that
might be offered to us. With this unusually attractive price,
gold mines throughout the world increased their production
and many new gold mines were opened, and in 5 years we
have bought at $35 an ounce approximately $9,000,000,000 of
gold, 90 percent of it from Russia, Mexico, Central and
South American countries, Canada, Australia, and other for-
eign nations. The actual value of the gold is approximately
$20.67 per ounce. We have bought this enormous amount of
gold from foreign countries at $35 an ounce. The difference
between $20.67 and $35 an ounce is really a subsidy. Of
course, American producers of gold have received this sub-
sidy, but American producers have furnished only about 10
percent of this $9,000,000,000 of gold. We have paid
to foreign gold producers a subsidy of approximately
$3,500,000,000.

Under this act the President fixed the price of silver, and
the average price fixed by our Government was 59 cents per
ounce. The real value of silver is 24 cents an ounce, but the
high price fixed by this Government has created a world
price of around 43 cents an ounce. This Nation is paying
about 16 cents more per ounce for foreign silver than the
inflated world market price. This Nation has bought nearly
2,000,000,000 ounces of silver. About 90 percent of this
enormous quantity of silver has come from Mexico, China,
and other foreign countries.

President Roosevelt proposes to continue to buy all the gold,
as well as all the silver, that may be offered to this country
at those prices. It can be seen at once that these tremendous
subsidies being paid by us have greatly increased the pro-
duction of gold and silver throughout the world, and it is little
wonder that about the only persons who urge the extension
of this act are the New Dealers, headed by the President, the
gold- and silver-mine owners, the international bankers, and
the brokers dealing in gold and silver. Our Uncle Sam has
been a wonderful Santa Claus, but his spirit to give reaches
its highest peak in giving these enormous subsidies amount-
ing to billions of dollars to foreign producers of gold and
silver.

Why was this policy inaugurated? Two New Deal profes-
sors insisted that it would bring about business recovery and
increase our foreign commerce to buy all the gold offered in
the world, and about the same argument was made for silver.
This Nation now has between 60 and 70 percent of the money
gold of the world. We pay $35 an ounce to countries that
take it out of the ground for about $8 or $10 an ounce, and
then we bury it in the ground down in Eentucky. We have

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

APRIL 20

great quantities of silver likewise buried in vaults up in New
York and other places.

If we extend this act to June 30, 1941, the President will
continue to buy all the gold and silver in the world and
continue to act as super Santa Claus to the foreign pro-
ducers of gold and silver throughout the world. An effort will
be made by the Republicans to limit these subsidies to the
producers of gold and silver by American citizens and cut
out these subsidies to foreign producers of gold and silver
[applausel, but the President will force our New Deal friends
to vote down these amendments and continue this greatest
and costliest of all the New Deal follies.

The question arises, What are we going to do about it? We
cannot continue to buy all the gold and silver in the world
at these inflated prices. We cannot continue to pay out bil-
lions in subsidies to the foreign producers of gold and silver.
But what will happen when we stop taking the gold and silver
of the world? Will not the price flop? And what will this
gold and silver be worth then? It could not possibly be
worth more than $20.67 an ounce. Do you not think that the
American holders of gold and gold certificates got a dirty
deal when they were forced to take $20.67 an ounce for their
holdings and the Government proceeded forthwith to pay
the producers of foreign gold $35 an ounce, or an increase of
$14 an ounce?

Did it help business or commerce? We have bought larger
quantities of gold and silver in the last 2 years than at any
other time, yet we have more people out of work and more
people needing relief than at any time in the history of this
Nation. Farm prices have dropped more than 50 percent
in the last 2 years. During the last few months, with the
greatest inflow of foreign gold, our foreign commerce dropped
40 percent, Our exports were $150,000,000 less for the first
quarter of 1939 than for the first quarter of 1938. Wheat
delivered in Chicago in March 1937 was $1.52 a bushel;
today it is about 67 cents a bushel. Corn delivered in Chi-
cago in March 1937 was $1.25 a bushel; today it is about
47 cents a bushel. One-third of our railroads are in the
bankruptcy courts and the other one-third are on the brink.
The Government has nearly 12,000,000 bales of cotifon on
its hands that it does not know what to do with, and this
is true as to about 270,000,000 bushels of wheat and millions
of bushels of corn.

No one but a New Dealer could figure out how we could
bring back prosperity by paying a subsidy of 69 percent to
the producers of foreign gold and bury it in the ground down
in Kentucky, or by paying a subsidy of 25 percent or more
on foreign silver and hide it away.

When the final chapter is written on this law, and the
books are opened, the American people will find this to be
the most expensive and the greatest of all the follies of the
New Deal. b

‘We have around $15,600,000,000 i gold and billions in
silver. By these subsidies we have induced the people of the
world to send their gold and silver to this country. Now
they do not have the money to buy our surplus cotton, corn,
wheat, meat, and other products. We have the money and
we have the products. Both are piling up and idle.

Much is being said these days about the nations going back
to centuries ago and engaging in barter. We are planning
now to swap corn, cotton, wheat, and so forth, to other coun-
tries, not for money but for some of their products. The
New Deal has finally brought us down fo the old deal of
“barter” of centuries ago.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr, ROBSION of Kentucky., I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. After our citizens had to
turn in their gold for $20.67 an ounce or else go to jail or
pay a fine, or both, there was brought into this country over
$8,000,000,000, brought in here by foreigners, not only the
producers but the speculators and racketeers.

Mr. ROBSION of Eentucky. ¥Yes. Our Government took
the American citizens’ gold away from them at $20.67 an
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ounce and then gave the foreign producers of gold in Russia,
Australia, and other gold-producing countries of the world
$35 an ounce and made it unlawful for an American citizen
to have gold coins or gold certificates.

I was talking to a dentist recently and he pointed out the
effect that this high price paid for gold by our Government
had upon the users of gold in this country. He stated that a
small bar of gold that cost $5.30 before this act was passed in
1934, and which is necessary to carry on his business as a
dentist, now costs $9.80, and, of course, this additional cost
must be passed on to the consumers of gold in this country.
The American Mining Congress is right. It states that if we
persist in this policy we shall destroy the benefits to Ameri-
can producers of gold and silver. If we are going to pay a
subsidy to anybody, let us pay it to the American producers of
gold and silver and not pay out these large subsidies to the
foreign producers. [Applause.]

Mr. REED of New York. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Yes; I yield.

Mr. REED of New York. I think it is conceded by every-
body that the greatest unemployment is in the heavy indus-
tries, and one reason there is unemployment is because of the
uncertainty as to value of the coin of the realm, because they
cannot and dare not enter into long-term contracts.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. When this country was the
most prosperous through the years we had the American
dollar—not two kinds of a dollar, one dollar for foreign com-
merce and the domestic dollar.

I am opposed to this act and its extension. Let us restore
confidence by returning to constitutional government. Let us
return to the good old American dollar worth 100 cents around
the world and to American policies. [Applause.]

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER].

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, there is one fact that
I wish the Members of the Congress would keep in mind
in the debate on this subject, and that is the fact that in
international trade the American dollar is the most stable
dollar in the world. The American dollar is the most sought
after dollar by every businessman, not only in America, but
by every businessman and every exporter in any counftry of
the world, and this to me is the best evidence that the pol-
icies of the administration and of this country in trying to
maintain the value of the dollar are the right policies; and
the policies that are in the best interests of the American
businessman, the American worker, and the American ex-
porter. If it were not for the stabilization fund that we have
established and its operations, I say that the American ex-
porter and the American businessman would be at the
mercy of every other country; would be at the mercy of the
speculators not only of this country but at the mercy of the
speculators of the other countries of the world, such as Eng-
land, France, Russia, Belgium, the Netherlands, and even
the South American countries, because every country today
is putting on an intensive drive for foreign trade. Not only
the United States is driving and striving to export its goods
but every other country in the world is doing it. And every
country, in order to protect its own interests, its cown manu-
facturers, its own businessmen, and its own exporters, is doing
what it can to depress the currencies, if possible, of other
countries. So you will see that it is absolutely necessary to
have a stabilization fund.

We were at the mercy for a time of certain other coun-
tries, before we established our stabilization fund. Other
countries for a time kept it a secret that they had a stabili-
zation fund. ;

They did not let us know what they were doing, or why our
American exporters were trading at a disadvantage so far as
the value of the American dollar was concerned. As soon as
we found out what was the matter we established a stabiliza-
tion fund, and what do you find in the world today? That
eight or ten other countries that are interested in expanding
their foreign trade have a stabilization fund; not only Eng-
land, not only France, but Belgium has it, Switzerland has it,
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the Netherlands has it, Colombia and Argentina, in South
America have it, Italy has it, and even the small country of
Latvia has a stabilization fund. And so has Rumania. If
these nations find it wise, you see how it is absolutely neces-
sary for us to continue our policy of a stabilization fund.
There was not a single witness who appeared before the Com-~
mittee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures who did not con-
cede the fact that it was necessary for this Government to
take steps to protect the value of the American dollar. There
was only one witness, as I recall, who advocated the abolition
of the stabilization fund, and while conceding that it is neces-
sary for measures and steps to be taken to protect the Ameri-
can dollar, his idea was that we did not need the stabilization
fund, but that the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
Board could handle the situation.

I think there is a considerable body of public opinion in
this country, and a considerable number of men in this House,
who believe that the Federal Reserve Board already has too
much power and too much control over money without having
Congress delegate to the Federal Reserve Board this particular
stabilization fund power. If we are going to surrender any
rights or delegate any power, why not give them to the Presi-
dent of the United States or to the Secretary of the Treasury?

No one can say that this fund has not been operated for the
benefit of the American businessman and the exporter, and,
incidentally, for the benefit of the farmer, the workingman,
and the small-business man, who is only interested in domes-
tic trade. They get the benefit when the American exporter,
the American manufacturer of machinery, and so forth,
export their goods, and when they know that their dollar is
a good dollar all over the world.

The whole fight on this stabilization fund and on this power
of the President to devalue the dollar, in my opinion, is noth-
ing but a fight on the part of the bankers of the country, and,
perhaps, on the part of the Federal Reserve Board itself, in
order to take power away from the administration, and place
it in the hands of the bankers, or to place it in the hands of
the Federal Reserve Board.

We do not want to have to surrender to the Federal Re-
serve Board, or to the banking system of this country, power
over the stabilization fund.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EBERHARTER. I want first to finish my statement,
and I will be glad to yield later if I have the time. Insofar
as devaluation of the gold content of the dollar is con=-
cerned, a good many misstatements have been made on the
floor of the House. The gold value of the dollar was fixed 5
years ago, and it was fixed at 59 percent of what it had been
up to that time. It was found absolutely necessary to devalue
the gold content of the dollar, or American industry would
not have been able to export a dollar’s worth of goods. Every
other country was striving to get our gold through the use
of our currency. What would have happened if we had not
devalued the dollar? Every country, and every citizen from
every other country as well as citizens from this country,
would have continued to buy gold at the then price, and the
result would have been that all of the gold in this country
would have flowed out or would have been in the hands of
individual citizens or banks, who would have hoarded it.
Gold has always been the recognized means of exchange,
and all countries and all people were wild to get their hands
on it, and so the Federal Treasury would have found itself
in a short time without a pound of gold. What would have
happened to the economic system of this country if it had
become known that the United States Treasury had no gold?
People were lined up for blocks and blocks waiting to ex-
change their currency for gold while they could get it, so
that if devaluation had not taken place at that time and all
gold impounded, our economic system would have gone
smash.

In the economic field, it is just as necessary now for the
President of the United States to have this power to devalue
gold, in order to protect us against the raids of foreign
governments and against the raids of foreign businessmen,
who want to depress our currency, and against the raids
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even of domestic speculators in gold, as it is for this country
in our scheme of national defense to have a standing army
to protect itself. That is how necessary it is in our eco-
nomic life. It is just as the Secretary of the Treasury said;
it is as necessary as it is to have adequate sea power. I
repeat, if the President does not have that power we will be
at the mercy of foreign countries,

In the last 5 years over 50 countries have changed the
value of their currency, but we hear men in this Congress
standing up and saying that this power should not be con-
tinued. How in the world are we going to protect our-

selves?
Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EBERHARTER. I would like first to finish my state-
ment. Somebody said something about When is an emer-
gency not an emergency or when does it cease to exist? If
anybody gives any thought to the subject, he will know that
in the economic field of world trade we are as much in an
emergency today as we were 5 years ago. The future of our
economic system, not only in this country but in other
countries, and social, and political, and economic conditions
are more uncertain than they were 5 years ago, especially
when you consider this drive, as I said before, for inter-
national trade, and consider that some nations are even
willing to go on a barter-and-trade basis. Absolutely, if
any consideration is given to a study of the matter, we
must conclude that this Nation, in order to protect itself,
must have these measures. The United States is practically
the only country in the world that has a fixed gold content
for its dollar. Most of the other countries have a floating
currency, they have exchange agreements, their currency
has no real value, but in the United States we know that the
currency of this country contains 15%; grains of gold, nine-
tenths fine. So this is one of the few countries in the
world that is on a stabilized basis. If you shut out the
American exporter, the businessman, from selling his goods
to foreign countries, what are we going to do? Or if he has
to sell his goods at a depreciated value, it will stop exports,
and everybody knows what effect that will have on the
internal conditions of this country.

You talk about unemployment. If you adopt measures
so that the American manufacturer of machinery, or the
exporter of goods to foreign countries is not protected in the
foreign market, I fail to see how that is not going to in-
crease unemployment in this country, because unemployment
is caused, not only by conditions here, but by world condi-
tions, and if we cannot export our goods, unemployment will
increase. You may take the hearings before the committee,
and you will not find where a single exporter appeared be-
fore our committee and said that this stabilization fund
should be abolished, nor will you be able to find a single
manufacturer or businessman who advocated abolition of
this fund; nor will you find a representative of any farm
organization or labor organization or of any organization
whatsoever who said that the stabilization fund should not
be continued. We have no such testimony, and hearings were
held for weeks. Conditions are very different today from
what they were 5 years ago or 10 years ago when there was
a free exchange of gold all over the world. We are not liv-
ing today under the same conditions as we were 6 or 7 years
ago, and there are any number of reasons it is necessary

for the President and the Secretary of the Treasury to
continue to have the power given by the bill now before us.
They say $15,000,000,000 in gold is too much for the Treasury
of the United States to have. We all know from history that
gold was always the main basis of wealth. It was used as a
medium of exchange even before civilization began. If you
want to say that gold will not be used in the future, that
gold as a medium will go contrary to all history and all
experience in the past, still you cannot say that gold will
not be valuable. The fact that we have so much is the
very thing that puts the United States in the commanding
position in the world which it has today insofar as economic
relationships with other nations are concerned. That is
why we can continue to export our goods and commodities.
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They say we are paying a subsidy of $14.33, or something
like that, for every ounce of gold. That is a fallacy. It is
not true. It is not the fact. The price of gold in 1933 will
be shown from the record, as addueed from statistics that
were gathered, which are reliable. Just listen to how the
price of gold went up. This is a factor you should take into
consideration. In 1933, in the month of January, the price
of gold was $20.58 an ounce. In February it was $20.65. In
March it was $20.71. In April it was $21.71. In May it was
$24.29. In June it was $25.36. In July it was $28.85. In
August it was $28.34. In September it went up to $30.68.
In October it was $30.71. In November it went up to $33.10.
In December it was $32.32. In January 1934 it was 32.87.
In February 1934 it went up to $34.48. In March 1934 it
was $34.77, and in April 1934 it went up to $34.85.

That was the price of gold in the world market and in the
United States of America. When the President fixed the
value of gold at $35 an ounce and impounded the gold of
this country, what were the indications? The price of gold
was going up from day to day. It was almost impossible to
obtain. People were lining up trying to exchange currency
for good old gold. What would have happened? The result
would have been, as I said before, that the United States
Treasury would not have had an ounce of gold, and the eco-
nomic system of this country would have gone smash. When
you see that in 14 months the price of gold raised over $14
an ounce and was going up day by day, day by day, how can
you say that the United States Treasury is paying a subsidy
today? England is buying all the gold it can get right now
at $35 an ounce, the same as the United States. France is
buying all the gold right now at the same price.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EBERHARTER. Not now. If I have time after I
finish my statement I will yield. .

And that is the price, according to the tripartite agree-
ment entered into with those countries, that will be recog-
nized as the value of gold for the present.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has expired.

Mr. PARSONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5
additional minutes.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, there have been other
misstatements made on the floor of this House insofar as
the right of foreigners to come and demand gold from this
country is concerned. The laws, and the regulations of the
Treasury Department, are to the effect that no foreign citizen
can buy gold from this country any more than a citizen of
this country can buy gold. The only parties authorized to
buy gold from the United States Treasury at $35 an ounce
are the nations with which we have agreements, or the fiscal
agents of those countries. In England it is the Bank of
England. In France the only party who can buy gold is
the Bank of France. This gold in the United States that was
sent here, those people and those nations who have sent it
here sell it at $35 an ounce, and they get a credit. That
credit is used to settle international balances. So when those
people and those nations send their gold here they receive a
credit. What does that do? That helps the United States
to sell the goods we have produced in this country, because
the gold is held here to settle those balances. When those
people have deposits of gold here, naturally it is a stimulus
to our trade and a stimulus to those having a credit balance
to buy from the exporters of this country, and our producers
and manufacturers.

I believe it is absolutely necessary for us to continue the
operation of this stabilization fund and it is just as neces-
sary to continue the power in the Treasury and in the Presi-
dent to devalue the gold content of the dollar, because if
we do not do that we know that these other countries, in
order to advance the interests of their own businessmen,
their own workingmen, their own laborers, will do some-
thing that will further plunge this country into more unem-
ployment and more business distress.

The automobile companies of this country are shipping
thousands and thousands of dollars worth of machinery and
automobiles and other manufactured articles to foreign
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countries. Not one of them appeared before this committee
and said he did not have confidence in the American dol-
lar. They are all glad to sell their goods. If they did not
have confidence in the future of the American dollar and
that that confidence would continue, they would not make
these contracts with foreign countries to sell them their
goods, because the contracts call for payment in the Amer-
ican dollar. I believe that for the protection of the Amer-
ican businessman, for the protection of the American ex-
porter, the American manufacturer and, incidentally, for
the protection of the American worker and farmer, it is
best to pass this bill, continue the stabilization fund and
continue the power of devaluation in the President. The
power of devaluation is a weapon in reserve which is needed
for the protection of American interests. It is the wise
thing to do. It is the patriotic thing to do, and the thing
to do for the best interests of the entire country, business-
men, workingmen, and farmers.

yiMr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman

eld?

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield.

Mr. BREWSTER. Did I understand the gentleman to
say that Great Britain was buying gold?

Mr. EBERHARTER. Great Britain is buying gold, ac-
cording to——

Mr. BREWSTER. How does the gentleman explain the
fact that Great Britain has lost $1,300,000,000 worth of gold
to us last year, not only every dollar produced in the British
Empire, but $500,000,000 additional?

Mr. EBERHARTER. It is very easy for Great Britain to
have on deposit here gold earmarked for other persons; and
if they want to send it over to this country or if other na-
tions want to send gold over to this country because of
unsettled conditions in Europe, they can send it here, sell
it to us, and they get a credit balance on our books.

Mr. BREWSTER. The gentleman’s statement is correct.
They very much prefer the credit to the gold. We get the
gold but they get the credit.

Mr. EBERHARTER. But we have an agreement with
England that they value this gold at $35 an ounce; and they
will take from us in setflement of international balances $35
worth of goods: or gold valued at $35 an ounce.

Mr. BREWSTER. And none of those balances have ex-
isted for some years. The gentleman said that we could not
sell gold to anyone. Has the gentleman in mind the pro-
vision of the law immediately preceding this one under
which the Secretary of the Treasury is given power to sell
gold in any amount at home or abroad, in such manner and
at such rates and upon such terms and conditions as he
may deem most advantageous? Secretary Morgenthau
could sell the $15,000,000,000 of gold tomorrow for 10 cents.

Mr. EBERHARTER. What I meant by my statement was
that no person has the right to come to the Federal Treasury
and demand gold—no foreigner, no citizen of any foreign
,country. To get gold from the United States Treasury, a
license must be had from the Secretary of the Treasury, and
at the present time only certain foreign nations or their
fiscal agent have licenses, [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr, Chairman, I yield 10 minutes
to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ALEXANDER].

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my remarks in the REcorp at this point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

THE DEVALUATION AND GOLD STABILIZATION ACT

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Committee, to a man on a horse the debate on this bill indicates
that all we are doing in this country, including this gold
stabilization and devaluation bill now under debate, is use-
less in terms of the solution of our great problem of poverty
and unemployment or of bettering our agricultural, indus-
trial, and commercial welfare.

Measured in terms of the gold and silver we have acquired
in the United States during the past 6 years we have per-
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haps accomplished something, but in terms of human wel-
fare and economic advancement there seems to an ordinary
observer to be great deficiency of accomplishment.

This bill may be needed by the international bankers to
save themselves or their particular clique from loss or de-
struction by some other group of international gamblers,
but I can see no reason why the shrinking resources of this
Nation should be pledged and depleted by Congress to save
these predatory, profit-seeking interests.

If anyone can show how either our national or our inter-
national economy has been aided or improved by this act
in terms of the welfare of the masses in America, I shall
be glad to hear it. We know unemployment has continu-
ally grown; we know the farmers’ prices have gone down
and down; we have been getting closer to international
chaos and probably war. Surely if the program conceived
by the inventors and sponsors of this bill is helpful and
worth while we should have had some tangible results ere
this after 5 years of promises and hope.

What then is the answer to all this? Shall we continue to
be misled and misguided by these self-seeking interests, or
shall we call a halt right here and build our own program,
based on the welfare of our people and of democracy?

To my mind there is one question we all must answer, not
only in connection with this bill, but all the other money-
spending, money-appropriating, money-wasting, fallacious
laws and activities which this Nation has engaged in during
the past several years. That question is being asked on
every hand by all classes of people. It is this: What is the
objective being sought with all this Government planning,
control, and spending? What do you planners and spend-
ers intend to accomplish? Do you expect in another 2 years
of extension of this act as asked for in this bill to rejuvenate
America or rehabilitate business and workers’ jobs? Or do
you expect to confinue these artificial, fantastic schemes
until you have completely broken the Nation, its business-
men, its farmers, and its financial structure, until dictator-
ship is the only answer, and democracy lies vanquished upon
the altar of greed or incompetence or both.

Some of our people even suspect that the whole present
program is one to destroy orderly government purposely and
premeditatedly so as to force the country into dictatorship.
A very able and fair exposition of this problem was presented
to the House in the course of this debate only last Tuesday by
one of the most capable and distinguished Members of this
session, Congress Dies, of Texas. He then pointed out—and
I hope évery patriotic citizen in America will read his master-
ful address—that it is high time to call a halt to the further
extension of emergency powers, such as was originally granted
in this bill, because dictatorships feed on emergencies and on
the perpetuation of emergencies.

By some peculiar coincidence a letter has just come fo me
from a party way down in Arkansas which would indicate, if
true, that we have indeed something to fear and worry about
in this Nation. I was never in Arkansas in my life and never
heard of this individual before, but I insert the letter at this
point in the REcorp, so that you may judge for yourselves as
to the need to take a checkrein from here on every piece of
legislation coming before us. The letter is as follows:

I quote:

I have read with much interest, and, may I say, with a sense of
prayer, your speech on the floor March 2 upon your introduction of
your resolution for an investigation of Secretary Wallace and his
entire Department on this Triple A.

Although I read the Recorp rather carefully, I have not seen just
what disposition the House has made of this matter. I trust that
it has gone through, and that the House has placed ample funds in
the committee’s hands for such investigation, for conditions here in
the South are horrible because of the nt of the
Triple A. There has been absolute fraud in all of its actions, and
even the very fundamental laws of the land have been grossly vio=
lated. Hundreds upon hundreds of formerly well-to-do, thrifty
farmers have been rendered homeless, helpless, and desperate be-
cause of the functioning of this law.

The situation here, and all over the South, can best be gleaned
in the enclosed article that I have prepared for publication, together
with the accompanying affidavit. These facts I actually know to be

a fact, as I have sat by the hour and seen these things take place.
In fact, I at one time was requested to “forge” men's names myself,
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and because I refused to do so, was told “that my services were no
er needed.”

I did not realize the seriousness of the situation until I was in
Washington last spring and was asked by certain parties who claim
to be near the administration to come south and organize the
farmers for them. At that time the entire plan of taking over
America—"revolution through legislation"—was clearly outlined to
me. I was given names in order that I might apply for literature,
etc. I was told that the entire plan of the Triple A, its motives, etc.,
was a step in the Government's taking over agriculture, and T. V. A.
for the taking over of utilities. That the next steps would be the
taking over the railroads, aviation, radios, in the order given, and
s0 on down the line. The fact that startled me most was the state-
ment that Washington was only to be the subcapital, with the real
capital to be abroad in one of the foreign countries. That there
was already a bullding completed to answer for the “international
capital of the world.”

You see, with all of this information on top of what I already
had, I set to work trying to bring the situation before the people,
tmhgo seriousness of the plight that we were being gradually enticed

My article has not yet been published but I have great hopes
that it will before very long but I wanted you to know the condi-
tions here in the South with the hope that you will have the
conditions here in Arkansas Investigated along with that of other
Btates. Robinson’s close connections might have had some bear-
ing on the “rank” way the Triple A forces ran amuck. Thzy knew
that he, Robinson, could and would ward off all investigations
as he in fact did. And, too, it would not do to let any unfavor-
able publicity attach itself to the name of the majority leader of
the Senate, friend and adviser of the President, oh, no! BSo the
investigation was killed about midway or a little further along.

We Americans thank our holy stars that we have a few noble,
strong, true Americans still in the Senate and House and know
that we are standing entirely back of you in all of these investi-
gations and the righting of all of these wrongs with whatever
gz:ars and services that it is within our power to render you.

conguer we must and save our country from a condition far
worse b&m Germany—Soviet Russia—for it is to her that all efforts
Are 5
Very sincerely yours,
B.J.

I have not had opportunity as yet to obtain permission to
publish the article referred to in the above letter, but I
assure you it is enlightening and highly illuminatory, and
later with the writer's permission I may insert it in the
REecorp where the public can see and know the charges sworn
to under affidavit therein.

This is only one of over 500 letters and petitions which I
have recently received on the subject of governmental re-
form of various types which the people feel is needed in
this country. All of these letters ask for monetary reform
and demand that our Government abandon the issuing of
tax-exempt interest-bearing, nonnegotiable Government
bonds, which are drawing billions of dollars out of produc-
tion. They ask that we restore to Congress its sole right
under the Constitution to coin and regulate the value of
money and credit.

From the volume and earnestness of these letters it may
rightly be assumed that the people are demanding an end
to this monetary control by the international money changers
and that we vote down the extension of further emergency
powers to the President, or anyone else, for that matter.

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr. HINSHAW].

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I have been trying to
examine this problem in the last few weeks as a matter of
policy for the country we live in and not from a partisan
or political angle, and the few remarks I shall make today
are made in that spirit.

Mr, Chairman, the gentleman who preceded me spoke
about the movement of gold throughout the world. There
are several good reasons why gold should move from one
country to another. The principal reason, the one that we
like to think of first, is its use in the settlement of inter-
national trade balances. Gold has been used for this pur-
pose since time immemorial. There is another very im-
portant reason why gold will move in the world, and that
reason is fear—fear of what may happen to the people who
have it, wherever they may be. It is my humble opinion
that a great deal of the movement of gold to this country
in recent months has been due to fear of conditions abroad.
There is, however, another very important reason why gold
will move, and particularly in the situation we have here
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under the present law, and that is the price which we are
willing to pay for it. We are paying $35 an ounce for gold.
This is a very high price for this metal. The present cost
of mining gold is more nearly the $20 an ounce that it used
to be, as I understand it, than it is the $35 an ounce we are
now paying for it. The difference between cost and selling
price is the subsidy we are paying to gold producers through-
out the world.

The gentleman spoke of conditions in 1933 when the price
of gold was rising. I call the gentleman’s attention to the
fact that the price of gold on the 4th of March in 1933 was
very close to $20.70 an ounce, or $20.67. From that point
on it began to rise. I do not say that that rise in the price
of gold was on account of fear of the New Deal administra-
tion in the hearts of American people, but I know that the
people attempted to gain gold and hide it in every corner
of the world, and that they were willing to pay for that
gold whatever they could afford.

Consequently the domestic price of gold rose quite rapidly
to something in the neighborhood of $34.87. Then the price
was stabilized at $35, which was in excess of the price bid
at the time. Under those circumstances, the price having
been bid up in this country and having been stabilized at $35
an ounce we are paying a considerably greater price for the
gold than it is worth as a commodity. The cost of mining
gold is not any greater today as I see it than it was in 1933.

‘I have here a very significant article which I have been
studying which comes from the Foreign Affairs Quarterly of
April 1939, an article entitled “Has Gold a Future?” by
Frank D. Graham and Charles R. Whittlesey, both connected
with the economics department of Princeton University.
The first sentence reads as follows:

In 1923 certain British economists, in characteristic half-serious,
half-humorous vein, proposed that, in the process of paying repa=-
rations and interallied debts, Europe should first send her monetary
gold to the United States and then turn her back on the gold stand-
:;d gnee and for all, leaving this country, quite literally, holding

e bag,

I think that is what is now occurring throughout the world
because at the present time no other nation than ours is on
the gold standard, and I have some doubt as to how much of
a gold standard we have here.

On page 584 of this magazine the statement is made:

‘We are importing gold not on our own volition but in accordance
with the will of foreign sellers.

Rates of exchange have no longer any decisive influence on gold
movements even though gold movements still have a marked in-
fluence on rates of exchange. The significant point is that discre=-
ticn as to whether gold will be imported or exported, not only in
their own country but here also, rests entirely with foreign mone-
tary authorities who can also dominate exchange rates when they
so elect. So long as they possess, will take, or will export, gold,
they can put exchange rates practically where they want them:
even without gold, they could do this In some degree through the

purchase and sale of dollar claims provided we remained ready to
buy and sell gold at a fixed price in dollars.

On page 591—and I wish you could all read this entire
article for it is important—the statement is made: '

The trouble arises from the fact that we are on gold and the rest
of the world is not, and that we have a standing offer to buy gold
in unlimited amounts, at a high fixed price in dollars, while the
monetary authoritles in other countries can take it or leave it
at their discretion.

It is somewhat ironical that the “friends” of the gold standard,
repeating the history of silver, are proving to be the greatest ene-
mies of the standard they favor. It Is they who are largely re-
sponsible for an untenable position from which, so long as foreign
countries refuse to alter a status in which they are at a marked
advantage, we can perhaps best extricate ourselves by the definitive
demonetization of gold.

In other words, the people of the United States, through
the action of their Government in Washington, are suckers.
They have actually purchased tons of bricks of gold from
sellers throughout the world at far more than the cost of
production. And these writers advise us that the best way
out of our trouble is to demonetize gold altogether,

I say to you this administration has in truth driven the
money changers from the toll temples in Wall Street and in-
vited them right into the United States Treasury, where they
fatten at the expense of the people much easier than before.
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Then these writers go on to tell us some other things about
the gold question. Mr. Chairman, this is a most important
subject, because it involves the savings of the people of the
United States. I call your attention to the fact that we
have buried in a hole in the ground over here in Kentucky
some $15,000,000,000 in gold which the world does not want
for monetary purposes. If it were allowed to go out on the
open market today at a free price it would no doubt drop in
price to not only $20.67 an ounce but probably to a far less
amount than that, even to $15 an ounce. Every dollar that it
dropped in price would mean a loss to the American people
of $430,000,000, based on the stock we now have on hand.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gentleman from South
Dakota,

Mr., CASE of South Dakota. Does the gentleman recall
what it was that Mr. Hitler seized when he took Czecho-
slovakia?

Mr. HINSHAW. It seems to me it was $80,000,000 in gold,

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Does the gentleman think
that the demand or desire for gold is at all responsible for
some of the unrest in Europe?

Mr. HINSHAW. I feel quite certain that the lack of any
monetary standard in Europe at the present time is responsi-
ble for a great deal of that unrest.

Mr, Chairman, we have bought tons of gold for which we
have no use unless we coin it and distribute it among the
people. I say we have no other use for it; I do not mean
that exactly, because we can use it for filling teeth and
making wedding rings, watches, and doorknobs, and so forth.
But $15,000,000,000 worth of gold will fill a lot of teeth.

Besides that, Mr. Chairman, it takes several thousand sol-
diers to guard that place in Kentucky where the gold is
buried. It is an expense, a liability, an invitation to war, a
net loss to the people of the United States in almost every
way you look at it.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from Yowa [Mr. HARRINGTON].

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise to call the
attention particularly of my colleagues from the agricul-
tural districts to a statement that has been placed in the
hands of every Member of this body by the president of the
American Farm Bureau Federation. Mr. O'Neal, in writing
to the Members of Congress, has the following to say:

I am writing to convey to you the support of the American
Farm Bureau Federation for the extension of the President's power
to change the gold content of our dollar provided for in the
Bomers bill, H. R. 3325, which i1s now under consideration by the
House of Representatives. We respectfully urge your support.
of the continuance of the power to revalue our dollar in order
to protect our currency and to safeguard our exports and our
domestic markets. This 1s a matter of vital importance to 30,-
000,000 farm people.

At the last annual meeting of the Federation held at New
Orleans, La., December 11, 12, and 13, the voting delegates from
389 member State organizations representing through their mem-
bership approximately one and a half milllon farm people
asked for the continuation of this power, pending an investiga-
tion and-report on the whole monetary problem by a joint com-
mittee of Congress. A copy of the resolution is appended. Sen-
ator BanksaEAD and Representative SteacaLL have already intro-
duced resolutions in the SBenate and House which embody our
recommendation for such a study; the Somers bill continuing the
power to revalue the dollar embodies our other recommendation.

The power to revalue our dollar expires on June 30, 1839, unless
action is taken by Congress to renew this authority. Failure to
act now would be calamitous. Perhaps at.no time since the close
of the World War has the international situation been more
unstable. It is imperative,- particularly under such conditions of
international insecurity, that we maintain these powers to protect
our markets from the disastrous consequences of monetary manip-
ulation and exchange fluctuations by foreign countries. Now that
we are a creditor nation with huge surpluses, especially of wheat
and cotton, it is vital that we protect our export trade from
adverse currency manipulation by competing nations.

Fractically every important nation of the world has abandoned
the fixed gold standard. The executive branch of practically every
nation of the world has been given the power to depreciate its
currency if it so wishes and to do so without public discussion and
debate. In the world today when currencles of competitor na-
tions are in a state of constant flux it would be suicidal to tie
the hands of our Government and prevent it from adjusting our
cu:rencyinsuch awayastoprotectowexportmarketsmdpre—
vent foreign produce from being dumped into our domestic market.
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If the existing power to revalue the dollar within the specified
limits is not continued it really means putting the United States
back on the fixed gold standard. It means tying our dollar to a
fixed gold content. We would be virtually the only country in the
world that would be doing so. By tying our currency to the gold
dollar while the other countries are permitted to depreciate their
currencies at will, we are deliberately sacrificing the one weapon
which prevents foreign countries from actually carrying out the
depreciation of their currencies. We would be giving up the one
weapon which would restrain these competing nations from get-
ting a competitive advantage in the agricultural and industrial
markets of the world.

The attempt to maintain a fixed value for our gold dollar re=
gardless of changes in our economic and monetary conditions was
an important factor in bringing about the most disastrous and
far-reaching depression in our in 192932, Because our
dollar was rigidly bound to a fixed quantity of gold and because
other countries depreciated thelir currencies, baslc commodity prices
dropped almost one-half. That meant we had to produce twice as
much to obtain the same dollar income as in 1929. Our dollar
became so dear that it could no longer serve as a fair medium of
exchange for goods and services and the payment of debts. Our
whole economic structure was brought to the brink of ruin.

Farmers who must exchange their commodities for dollars
suffer the most from a fixed gold dollar. For example, in 1929 a
farmer could exchange less than 1 bushel of wheat for a dollar,
but in 1932 the farmer had to exchange 3 bushels of wheat for our
gold dollar with its fixed value. Likewise, the cotton farmer who
borrowed $100 in 1929, borrowed the equivalent of 11 bales of
cotton, but if he had to pay back this debt in 1832, he had to
pay back the equivalent of 4 bales of cotton.

The abandonment of the fixed gold standard in 1933 followed
by the revaluation of our dollar stopped the ruinous process of
deflation and proved a major factor in starting our Nation back
on the road to recovery. To abandon now the power to revalue
our dollar means once more subjecting the millions of our farm
people to the merciless consequences of a fixed and rigid gold
standard at a time when our competitor nations can, at will,
change the value of their currencies.

We have made much progress toward a managed currency
which can serve as a fair medium of exchange and as a pro-
tection to the farmers of our Nation. We should go forward and
not backward. We, therefore, respectfully urge the continuance
of the power to revalue our dollar.

Sincerely yours,
Epwarp A. O'NEAL, President.

Resolution adopted by the annual meeting of the American Farm
Bureau Federation, New Orleans, La., December 11, 12, 13, 1938
MONEY AND PRICE LEVEL

The American Farm Bureau Federation has repeatedly urged
Congress to exercise its constitutional obligation to regulate the
value of money by establishing and maintaining a managed cur-
rency, regulated on an index of basic commodity prices which will
maintain a dollar with a constant purchasing and debt-paying

Wer.
poTha American Farm Bureau Federation urges Congress to create
a special congressional committee to study the problem of fluctuat-
ing basic commodity price levels and the effect of such fluctua-
tions on farmers, producers, or other basic commodities and the
economic life of the country. We urge also that such a
sional committee study the monetary systems of this and other
countries in an attempt to ascertain the effect of monetary policy
on basic commodity price levels and based on these studles to
propose effective methods of achieving a greater stability in basic
commodity prices and that Congress enact such legislation as will
achieve this objective.

Pending the completion of this report to Congress, we urge the
continuation by Congress of the President's authority to change
the gold content of the dollar.

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to
the gentleman from Montana [Mr. THORKELSON].

Mr. THORKELSON. Mr. Chairman, there seems to be a
great deal of confusion in regard to terms. I have here a
statement from the Treasury Department that I am going to
insert in the Recorp, and I ask all Members to read it.

There is no relationship between our currency at home
and the currency that is used abroad for the simple reason
that the intermational dollar is secured with 15.521 grains
of gold and the domestic dollar is not secured with gold. The
international dollar is stabilized, therefore, upon its gold con-
tent and needs no stabilization fund in order to keep it stable.

Here is another fact we must bear in mind; that is. that
$35 buys 533% grains of gold and $20.67 bought 5335 grains
of gold before 1933. So you are not buying any more gold
with $35 than you bought with $20.67.

The stabilization fund was set aside to be used by the
President and the Secretary of the Treasury. It was not to

stabilize the international dollar. The reason the fund was
set aside was because it must be used in order to stabilize
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our securities that may be dumped on the foreign market.
The Congress should realize that no securities or bonds are
secured by gold. When such securities leave the United
States to be liquidated in a foreign market, they are then
paid in gold and the stabilization fund is to take care of and
liquidate such securities in the foreign market.

Mr. PATMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. THORKELSON. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. Is not the gentleman talking about the
open-market operations of the Federal Reserve bank rather
than the stabilization fund?

Mr. THORKELSON. There is really no difference.

Mr. PATMAN. No difference?

Mr. THORKELSON. No difference; and I make that state-
ment for the reason that when our securities or bonds are
dumped on a foreign market they are payable in gold.

Mr, WHITE of Idaho. What class of security does the
gentleman refer to?

Mr, THORKELSON. I mean our bonds or credit. Even
commodity dollar is paid for in gold outside of the United
States, in spite of the fact that it is not paid in gold within
the United States.

Mr. FATMAN. Is not the gentleman mistaken about $12,-
000,000,000 of gold certificates outstanding?

Mr. THORKELSON. No. It is in this statement.

Mr. PATMAN. Show it to me.
Mr. THORKELSON. This comes from the Treasury De-
partment.

Mr. PATMAN. Read it to the Committee.

Mr. THORKELSON. I will be glad to do that.

Title to all gold held by the Tr , now amounting to 15.5
billion, is vested in the United States. A large part of this gold
(12.9 billion on April 17, 1939) is held as security for gold certifi-
cates (or credits payable in gold certificates)——

Mr, PATMAN. “Or credits.” There is only $2,000,000,000
plus in gold certificates, with $10,000,000,000 plus in credit;
just a pencil-mark transaction.

Mr. THORKELSON. Let me continue:
issued to and held by the Federal Reserve banks pursuant to the
Gold Reserve Act. Such gold certificates may be redeemed in such
amounts of gold bullion as, in the judgment of the Secretary of
the Treasury, are necessary to settle international balances.

In order to reply to some of the questions which have been
asked on the floor of the House, I present the following illus-
trations for explanation.

An ounce of gold will only exchange another ounce of gold,
so it follows therefore that the price does not fluctuate
except in its exchange rafe.

In 1932 the dollar contained 25.8 grains of gold. Today
the dollar contains 15.521 grains of gold, and as we carry this
on, we find that in 1932 it required 25,800 grains of gold to
buy $1,000 of credit. Today, it only requires 15,521 grains
of gold to buy $1,000 worth of credit. This is the reason for
gold coming to the United States.

Now, let us carry this transaction through: The English
merchant, in order to buy an automobile worth $1,000 in the
United States, customarily would take 25,800 grains of gold,
or approximately 200 pounds in English money, fo his bank
and establish a credit for $1,000 in the United States. Today
the same English merchant takes 15,521 grains of gold, or
approximately 200 new pounds, to his bank in England, and
establishes a $1,000 credit in the United States, to buy the
same automobile that he bought in 1932.

In 1932 the American manufacturer would present a draft
on the exchange bank in New York and would receive for his
automobile 25,800 grains of gold, or $1,000. Today he takes
the same draft to the bank and receives 15,521 grains of gold,
or $1,000. The difference is not in the dollar, but it is in the

amount of gold the dollar represents. This picture is not
entirely true, because the manufacturer in the United States

receives $1,000 in commodity or unsecured money and no
gold, for domestic money is not payable in gold to us, The
bank, however, receives $1,000 in credit from England, or
15,521 grains of gold, instead of 25,800 grains of gold which
it received in the same transaction before 1933.

This loss is taken by the United States manufacturer, who
is actually selling his automobile for $600 in gold as compared

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

APRIL 20

to $1,000 in gold before our dollar was depreciated. This is
also the reason why foreigners buy United States bonds and
securities. The ounce of gold today buys $35 of securities,
whereas the same ounce bought $20.67 worth of securities
and bonds before 1933, This is a good investment for for-
eign nations, particularly in view of the present trouble now
raging in Europe. English capital is safer in the United
States than it is in England, especially if England should lose
a war or if her currency should collapse. So these same
people buy United States securities because the interest is
payable to them in gold, and the bonds and securities them-
selves are also redeemable in gold when they ask for such
redemption.

The United States, therefore, becomes a depositary for for-
eign nations, because their money is reasonably safe in the
United States; and on top of that we pay them an interest
payable in gold. This is the reason for the flow of gold into
the United States. This is also the reason why business
is upset and turmoil exists in every country in the world.

We cannot go back to the old gold standard and liquidate
American securities in dollars based upon the old gold stand-
ard, because in such event we would pay 40 percent more gold
for the liquidation of them than we received in the sale of
such stocks and securities. This would deplete the United
States Treasury and leave us hopelessly bankrupt.

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, April 20, 1939.
Hon. J. THORKELSON,
House of Represe‘ntatim

My DeAR Mr. THORKELSON: This will ac!mowledge receipt of your
letter of April 18, 1939, addressed to Mr. Harry D Director
of Monetary Research, requesting information mgarding money in
circulation, ete.

1. The total money in circulation and the demand and time
deposits of all member banks as of December 31, 1938, were as
follows:

Total money in circulation outside Treasury and

Federal Reserve banks__.
Cash in vaults of member banks__________________
Demand deposits (all member banks) (adjusted)_--- 22, 293 000, 000
Time deposits (all member banks) - oo coomoao 11, 369, 000, 000

Demand and time deposits of nonmember banks amounted to
$17,5625,000,000 on September 28, 1938.

2. Our laws require that a 40-percent reserve in gold certificates
be held against Federal Reserve notes in circulation and a 35-
percent reserve in gold certificates or lawful money against deposits
of Federal Reserve banks.

3. The total deposits of national banks and their reserves on
deposit with Pederal Reserve banks for the dates requested are
shown in the following table:

June 30— Total |Beotens ROl percent
(dy e
deposits | gorve banks
1926_- 17,002 1,381 8.1
o 15,206 1,151 7.6
1998 20, 986 3, 521 16.8
1938. 21, 866 4, 618 2.1

4. Two billion dollars of gold was set aside for the exchange
stabilization fund. Of this amout $1,800,000,000 has remained on
deposit in the Treasury in the form of gold, and $200,000,000 has
been transferred to a special account with the Federal Reserve
Bank of New York, to carry on the operations of the fund. A
complete audit of the fund as of December 31, 1938, is enclosed.

5. Title to all gold held by the Treasury, now amounting to about
$15,500,000,000, is vested in the United States. A large part of this
gold ($12,800,000,000 on April 17, 1939) is held as security for gold
certificates (or credits payable in gold certificates) issued to and
held by the Federal Reserve banks pursuant to the Gold Reserve
Act. Such gold certificates may be redeemed in such amounts of
gold bullion as, in the judgment of the Secretary of the Treasury,
are necessary to settle international balances or to maintain the
equal purchasing power of every kind of United States currency.

The remainder of the gold held by the Treasury is accounted for
as follows:

Gold reserve—held pursuant to law as a reserve
nst United States notes and Treasury notes

of 1890 ___ $156, 000, 000
Allocated to the stabilization mnd ................ 1, 800, 000, 000
Gold in general fund (against which gold certifi-

cates or credits have not as yet been issued)—

(a) Balance of increment resulting from reduc-
tion in the weight of the gold dollar.._.._
(b) In working balance._

Very truly yours,

142, 000, 000
525, 000, 000

HerBerT E. GASTON,
Assistant to the Secretary.
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Mr. Chairman, today we are considering whether or not we
should extend the power to control our gold until 1941 to the
President of the United States. Congress had no right to give
the President the power in the first place and there is
certainly no excuse for its continuation today.

On April 17, 1939, the chairman of the Rules Committee,
the distinguished gentleman from Illinois, very pompously
tried to find some excuse for the extension of this power, but,
true to form, he spoke on his pet topic, the Hoover adminis-
tration. I dislike to refer to the past, but, in order to keep the
record straight, I cannot refrain from replying to the gentle-
man’s erroneous remarks,

In 1920 the national debt was approximately $28,000,000
and the purchasing power of the dollar was 64 cents, which is
equal to a 36-percent inflation of currency. On Inauguration
Day, March 4, 1921, there was $6,207,000,000 in circulation.
On September 1, 1922, this had been reduced to $4,393,000,000,

" which was equal to the amount of gold in the United States
Treasury. This established a balance, for there was no more
currency in circulation than there was gold in the Treasury,
and the dollar value was restored to 100 cents in gold. This
brought the commodity prices down, so that in 1926 the dcllar
had a gold and purchasing value of 100 cents. It is for this
reason that 1926 has been designated by this administration
as a normal year. -

During this périod from 1921 to 1929 the Government lived
within its income, and in addition to that, saved enough from
its income to reduce the national debt about $8,000,000,000.
From 1928 to 1933 the national debt remained about
$20,000,000,000, but the value of the dollar was equal to $1.67,
which, of course, meant that prices on commodities had
dropped in the same proportion. This was not serious, for it
was brought about by the withdrawal of money from
circulation.

The depression of 1931 and 1932 was premeditated by the
same power largely instrumental in the repudiation of gold
securities. The point to bear in mind, however, is this: All
securities including money were backed by gold in the United
States Treasury. We were on a gold standard and business
was essentially sound in spite of the fact that there were
ten or eleven million people unemployed.

In March 1933 the bankers and the President went into a
huddle which terminated later in repudiation of all gold-
bearing securities and the use of gold-secured currency in
the United States. In 1934 Congress enacted the Gold Re-
serve Act for reasons best known to itself but certainly un-
necessary and destructive to industry. It was supposed to
be an act “to protect the currency system of the United
States, to provide for better use of monetary gold stock of
the United States, and other purposes.” This act is not, as
the title infers, “to protect our commodity or managed cur-
rency,” because our domestic dollar is not secured or redeem-
able in gold in the United States. The dollar we are using
here is spurious because it lacks standard value. It is for
that reason bound to collapse, as sure as we are sitting here
today, unless it is secured by gold, which alone is recog-
nized as a standard of value.

The act further provides for better use of the monetary
gold stock which is a misnomer. I believe the people in the
United States realize today that the monetary power given
to the President by Congress is the most contemptible capit-
ulation of the New Deal to the international money power.
The President’s emergency power and control of money has
destroyed business and sent idle people walking the streets.
In justice to those we are supposed to represent, let us
restore the people’s rights by placing an embargo on the
gold, so that it may be used for security of the money we
are using here at home. If anyone is entitled to be secured,
it is our own people, so let us give them a break. If you do
50, you will correct an injustice, and the people are entitled
to that much consideration.

I am sure the people back home expect us to protect them
and we can do so by resuming our constitutional power to
“coin and regulate the value of money.” After having done
so, and upon returning home, we will at least not be ashamed
to meet our constituents face to face.
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It has been said, “Whoever controls the money of a nation
controls that nation.” This power has been recognized for
a long time. Meyer Amschel, the father and founder of the
Jewish house of Rothschild, said:

Permit me to issue and control the money of a nation and I care
not who makes its laws.

This is the power the President asked for, and which Con-
gress bestowed upon him in 1934, when the Gold Reserve Act
was passed.

The question now is, Do you want to continue the control
of money to the President, to the Secretary of the Treasury,
and the gang that was in the huddle in 1933? Before you
decide let us size up the situation as it is today.

We have a national debt of over $40,000,000,000. We have unse-
cured currency, and a dollar with no stable purchasing value which
is unredeemable in gold in the United States.

In other words, our people are consigned to the use of a
commodity or managed dollar until it finally collapses, or
until the majority in Congress changes its attitude and
denies the President the control of money.

Congress alone has the constitutional power to control
money, and that is as it should be, because it represents the
people and the money belongs to the people. In spite of this
the Seventy-third Congress set aside $2,000,000,000 in gold
for the President and the Secretary of the Treasury, without
even allowing an officer of the United States to ask for an
accounting of it. This, of course, is a violation of the power
as defined in the Constitution. The purpose of the stabiliza-
tion fund is not to stabilize the value of the international
dollar for that is stabilized upon its gold content of 15.521
grains. It is not to stabilize our commodity or managed
money for that has no relation whatsoever to gold. Our
commodity money is no more than scrip or stage money, only
worth what it can buy. The stabilization fund is, however,
for one purpose, and that is to maintain a fixed value on
United States bonds in foreign countries; otherwise they
would not be acceptable, because they carry no gcld value.
Foreigners refuse to deal in worthless securities. In other
words, Congress, at the public expense, has provided the
President and the Secretary of the Treasury with $2,000,000,-
000 in gold, which they may use for call money on the stock
market to protect the international money ring when they
are called upon to liquidate United States bonds and other
investments, which are unsecured at home but payable in
gold to foreign countries.

With $2,000,000,000 in gold fabulous wealth may be accu-
mulated by gambling alone. I wonder if Congress intends to
continue this folly until 1941. But whether it does or not de-
pends upon the vote of the majority of this House. It
depends upon those who have gone along with the President
for 7 years, because I do not believe that there is even one
Republican who will subscribe to this so-called emergency.
I do not believe that my colleagues feel in their own hearts
that they were fair and just to our people when they passed
the Gold Reserve Act, which deprived them of equal rights
with foreigners. I shall vote against extending further
monetary power to the President and the Secretary of the
Treasury, because I prefer instead to give the Nation’s gold
back to our people so that they may be secured by gold, a
property which rightfully belongs to them. We have worked
for it and it is ours and the people’s right and privilege to
enjoy the benefit of it.

Are we better off than we were yesterday or the day be-
fore? The answer is “no,” for we have made a complete
failure of everything. We have as many unemployed people
today as we had 6 or 7 years ago. If we include those who
are now employed unnecessarily on the Federal pay roll, we
have more unemployed people today than we have had at
any time in the past. The Members of the House very well
know that we have about 120,000 on the Federal pay roll in
Washington alone. Many industries have been closed and
many more will close, because no sane and sensible business-
man will put up sound securities to borrow unsound and
spurious money. No one in his right senses will even begin
or attempt to engage in business today, not knowing what
this “fiy-by-night” administration is going to do tomorrow.
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I do not believe there is even one Government-owned cor-
poration which is earning enough to pay its own expenses.
As a matter of fact, to judege by appropriations made by Con-
gress for the various Federal business ventures, it appears
that all of them are operating at a deficit, no different from
that of the Federal Government. It is, indeed, a discourag-
ing condition for which there is no necessity, and which
Congress can correct today by resuming its rightful power
to control and regulate money.

The first requisite for operation of industries is a sound
and stable monetary system. If Congress fails to provide
this, there will be no recovery or decrease in our unemployed.
Do not deceive yourselves, gentlemen, business is not on a
strike, as the administration insinuates, but business is in-
stead discouraged and disgusted with an unreliable majority
in Congress. Even the columnists in our daily papers recog-
nize this. One of them said last night that the Supreme
Court is encouraging Congress to neglect the Constitution.
Inasmuch as it is recognized in the newspapers, it is well for
Congress not to neglect it.

There will be no recovery until business can operate free
and unmolested from Federal snoopers, or until the various
Federal bureaus cease to demand complicated reports. Such
things are unnecessary and expensive, and add to the cost of
production.

I actually believe that labor itself is beginning to realize
that we cannot borrow money and hand it out in order to
bring about consuming or purchasing power. It just does
not happen that way. Purchasing power can only remain in
the community in which industry is operating steadily, so
as to provide a regular weekly pay roll. Under such condi-
tions money always remains in circulation in the particular
community where such business or industry is operating, but
this is not the case when the Federal Government is spending
money, because it is neither creative nor remunerative. The
Federal Government cannot bring about purchasing power by
spending money on various projects, for this reason: Money
always returns to the source from which it came. When the
Federal Government borrows money it is from the Federal
Reserve banks, and all money spent in different localities
throughout the United States returns to the Federal Reserve
banks or remains there until the Government borrows
again. Money cannot remain in circulation unless it is used
in private industry. Such money must realize sufficient
profit not only to meet the overhead of such industry but, in
addition to that, pay reasonable taxes. If this can be done,
prosperity will prevail in such community. If destroyed,
poverty takes its place.

Gentlemen, this is the condition the country faces today:
Federal destruction and usurpation of private business and
industry.

Disraeli, the Jewish Prime Minister of Great Britain, said:

The world is governed by very different personages from what is
imagined by those who are not behind the scenes.

It occurs to me that this invisible government is present in
all countries, but it is my opinion that its influence is particu-
larly pernicious in the United States today, and it is no doubt
the power that the majority in Congress has followed inno-
cently; for I do not believe there is one Member in this House
who would willfully and maliciously deprive the people of
their rights.

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I yield 12 minutes
to the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. Casgl.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, I confess that
this is a bill which has bothered me in determining fully what
it means, and apparently there is confusion in the minds of
other persons, too. That is due, I think, to the peculiar way
the original act has been amended —a careless use of the
words “this paragraph”—and to the fact that the present bill
does not correct that vagueness.

But it is clear that the bill provides for an extension of the
stabilization fund and makes the requirement that reports
hereafter shall be submitted to the Congress, and that the
final section proposes to extend devaluation powers under the
Gold Reserve Act of January 30, 1934.
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NOT ESSENTIAL TO SILVER PURCHASE

The question has been asked many times whether or not
this bill involves the silver-purchase program. I am con-
vinced that the passage of this proposed legislation is not
necessary to a continuation of the silver-purchase program.
I call to your attention that the Silver Purchase Act, which
is Public, No. 438, of the Seventy-third Congress, was ap-
proved June 19, 1934, and is not amended or touched by the
pending bill. Section 3 of the Silver Act of June 19, 1934,
states:

Whenever and so long as the proportion of silver in the stocks of
gold and silver of the United States is less than one-fourth of the
monetary value of such stocks, the Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to purchase silver at home or abroad for
present or future delivery with any direct obligations, coins, or
currency of the United States authorized by law, or with any funds
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, at such rates, at such
times, and upen such terms and conditions as he may deem reason-
able and most advantageous to the public interest. :

Under that paragraph in the Silver Purchase Act not only
does the power of the Secretary of the Treasury exist to con-
tinue the purchase of silver at home and abroad, but it is in
fact mandatory upon the Secretary of the Treasury that he
shall continue such purchase until the described condition
is reached. Of course, we do not have any such condition at
the present time. Our silver stocks in the country at the
present time are not one-fourth of our gold. We could buy
over a billion ounces of silver before we would reach that
condition. And that Silver Act is not touched in any manner,
shape, or form by the measure now before us. Consequently,
it seems to me it should be clearly understood that the Silver
Purchase Act is independent of, is not amended by, and is
not concerned or affected by the passage or nonpassage of the
particular bill now before us.

It may be true that at the present time, as the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. MarTIN] has remarked, the Secretary is
acting under the silver proclamation made under the Gold
Reserve Act or the Thomas amendment, but in no sense is his
action limited to working under that proclamation.

Moreover, a careful reading of the silver sentences in the
Gold Reserve Act amendment will reveal that they are not
structurally in the same paragraph that carries the date we
here propose to amend. They have no time limitation. They
would go on even if the gold powers expired.

HOARDING—NOT FRICE—PILES UP GOLD

A second confusion arises, it seems to me, out of our failure
to keep in mind the world situation with respect to gold and
our failure to identify the gold-hoarding policy apart from
our price policy.

The purpose of using gold in international trade is to have a
medium of exchange that will help international trade to
flow. Today the United States has nearly 60 percent of the
world’s gold, and we will not let loose of it. We will not
barter and we demand that countries pay us in gold. That
policy, and not price, piles up the gold in this country.

I am not afraid that gold is going to lose its value—the
world will never come to the position where it will not want or
demand gold—indeed, the ultimate danger is that the world
demand for gold will bring on wars. The immediate danger
is that we may have arrived at the position where we have
cornered the world’s gold and disrupted international trade.
Gold on the open market in London before we offered $35,
and since, brings as much as we pay for it, but in other coun-
tries private ownership of gold is not a crime. People want
it. Nations want it.

Indeed, there is much reason to ask if our gold policy—not
the price, but the hoarding policy—is not in fact one of the
basic causes for the unrest and the conflict in the world today.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. What the gentleman has
stated is quite apparently in the mind of the Secretary of
the Treasury, who states he fears we now have too much
gold and must get rid of some of it. Does the gentleman have
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any ideas with regard to how we may reduce our stock of
gold in this country?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Yes; I have two suggestions,
and I propose to give them in just a minute.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I should like to hear them.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. It is important, if gold is to
fulfill its function, that it be permitted to flow. The very
fact that when Hitler seized Czechoslovakia one of his first
acts was to seize the gold there, and the fact that today we
ourselves say we will sell war supplies to France if she can
pay for them in gold, are ample proof that the world still
wants and still demands gold. If any nation gets into the
predicament where it must get something, the problem is
simple if it has gold with which to pay.

Some concern has been expressed here this afternoon
over the fact that we were taking good United States cur-
rency and buying gold with it. Does anyone for a minute
suspect that we could not regain that currency any time we
wanted it if we would offer to return the gold for the
currency?

These facts, it seems to me, demonstrate the inescapable
conclusion that gold does have a definite and practical pur-
pose and value in the world, and, at the same time, point to
the solution of the problem.

Mr., AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. If the gentleman will per-
mit, I sheould like to answer the gentleman’s question.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Let me ask the gentleman
this further question. What would the countries do that are
now buy.ng war supplies and other merchandise from the
United States when they run out of gold?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. They will do exactly what
some are doing today. They will cease to buy from us and
they will attempt to carry on international trade by the bar-
ter system, and that is exactly what is happening in many
instances today. When barter breaks down, they fight for
gold or for the raw materials they have not the gold to buy.

It seems to me there are two steps that might be taken
that would help to restore gold to a position where it would
contribute to the solution of world problems. Indeed, steps
that would remove one of the basic causes of current prob-
lems.

TSE GOLD TO PAY FOR GOLD

In the first place, I would suggest for your consideration
an amendment, and I trust the gentleman from Minnesota
will give this consideration:

An amendment to provide that in purchasing gold the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall hereafter pay for the same with
gold certificates that shall be legal tender in all respects and
redeemable in gold bullion of equal value at the time of re-
demption as provided in section 6 of the Gold Reserve Act
of 1934,

In other words, this suggestion would mean that hereafter
instead of piling up an accumulation of gold to be buried, a
purchase would wash itself by the issuance of a gold certifi-
cate redeemable for the equivalent value of gold at any time
it might be presented for redemtpion.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield.

Mr. AUGUST H, ANDRESEN. That is the recommenda-
tion of the American Mining Congress. They propose that
gold shall be minted when it is purchased and paid out in
gold dollars, ten- or twenty-dollar gold pieces.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Of course, this particular
suggestion does not call for the minting of the gold.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It would call for a redemp-
tion.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. For redemption; yes.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The gentleman contem-
plates, then, a return to specie payment as recommended by
the minority?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Yes; I do.
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Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And that is one of the
solutions for our difficult problem and will be of material aid
in this country in stabilizing our affairs.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. And contributing to the
stabilization of international trade in the world.

It seems to me there could be no objection to that. If we
are alarmed, and the Secretary of the Treasury is alarmed,
by the increasing percentage of the world’s gold we are
acquiring, what possible harm could there be in simply
issuing a certificate that would be redeemable in gold?
Purchases would not increase our hoard. An equivalent
amount would be subject to demand. Gold could flow again
and trade would follow.

TUSE OLD GOLD TO FREE OUR MARKETS

The second suggestion would be to authorize the issuance
of gold certificates against present nonearmarked gold, to be
used for the purchase of domestic securities held by for-
eigners. This not only would achieve a better distribution of
the gold stocks now on hand but would tend to free our
security markets from the demoralizing effects of liquidation
when war scares frighten Europe.

The first suggestion, the gentleman will recognize, seeks
to avoid increasing the problem.

The second suggestion is directed at solving the problem of
present maladjustment.

I would be pleased to have the gentleman’s suggestion on
that if he cares to make any comment.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I was hoping the gentleman
would go into detail on that second suggestion, and let me
ask the gentleman this question. Does he have in mind that
when foreign investors dispose of their American securities
that they should then be forced to take gold in order to get
it distributed throughout the world?

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. Not necessarily, although I see
more sense in that than I do in proposals to make foreign
loans with this gold. That means giving it away. My idea is
to get something for it that will be a good thing for the United
States and Americans to have, which will be not only the
actual securities purchased but the independence of our
markets.

I readily admit that that suggestion will require consider-
able study, but it does not seem more difficult that the opera-
tion of a stabilization fund for foreign exchange. Indeed, you
might think of this in terms of domestic stabilization. That
would not be more speculative than the attempt to stabilize
the English pound and the French franc, and it would not be
different in principle than the making of commodity loans.

Indeed, I would include the purchase of foreign-held do-
mestic commodities if they were stored in this country and
likely to be dumped here whenever the foreign speculator
got jittery. We could thereby protect our Government com-
modity loans and domestic prices. I am not enthusiastic
about rigging markets by governmental machinery of any
kind, but we are in a situation and must work our way out,
and I am thoroughly disgusted with seeing our markets de-
pressed by every war scare. Grains, livestock, and commodi-
ties share the jitters when foreign speculators liquidate.

It is difficult to find any foreign commodity we need that
we cannot get by an exchange of goods which means work
and wealth for our people. It is absurd to give the gold
away or to make loans that will never be repaid. If we can
use it to recapture the control of our own markets, it seems
to me that will be a constructive thing to do for its own
sake, while at the same time we make it possible to restore a
more normal distribution of gold in the world and that will
contribute mightily to solving the very problems that dis-
rupt and disturb the world.

So I suggest using gold certificates to pay for new gold and
using old gold not earmarked to free our domestic markets
from foreign influence. And, of course, both of these sug-
gestions involve legalizing the private ownership of gold, and
the individual American citizen could have the option of

purchasing and carrying a gold certificate or of purchasing
foreign-held domestic securities. [Applause.]
[Here the gavel fell.l
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Mr. SOMERS of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 min-
utes to the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. MASSINGALE].

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr, Chairman, I do not know a great
deal about the merits of the bill under consideration, but I
think I know a little something about another important
measure that should be receiving the consideration of this
House in a most serious way, and that measure is what is
known as the cost-of-production bill for farmers whose
produce is consumed within the continental United States.
This bill is H. R. 2371.

You know the importance we ordinarily attach to legisla-
tion depends very largely upon the section of the country that
we hail from. I come from a wholly agricultural community.

It ought to be borne in mind when you go to deal with the
agricultural problem of America that there are approximately
40,000,000 such people in this country.

Roughly speaking, one-third of the population of the
United States is dependent for subsistence upon agriculture
and nothing else. I am assuming all of you are just as
familiar as I am with the agricultural break-down, and I
use the term “break-down,” I do not mean a break-down in
figures, but I mean a collapse. The Secretary of Agriculture
himself testified before the Senate Committee on Agriculture
and the House Committee on Agriculture that under this
program of farm benefits he has gone the limit; that the
farmers could no longer expect any benefits from the lower-
ing of the acreage or reducing the production on the farms
in the way of price restoration or in raising prices for farm
products, and he was frank enough to admit that the only
method by which this could be done would be something like
the cost-of-production bill or a price-fixing bill guaranteeing
to the farmers of the United States what it costs them to
produce the food and fiber to feed and clothe America. He
says that under his program he will have to dip down into
the Treasury of the United States every year and take out
from $500,000,000 to a billion dollars before we can even
pay the farmers parity for their farm products. The cost-
of-production bill promises the farmer more than that.
Congress is not keeping its contract with the farming class
of people in the United States, because last year we all know
that every farmer who put in a crop did so with the full
confidence that the Government of the United States,
through Congress, would pay him parity money, which would
make up the difference between the world market price of
the farm produce and the parity price of that commodity.
Congress has not done that.

In fact Congress turned down a proposition to authorize
an appropriation of money to make these parity payments,
and we have the farmer now just bogged down along with
the Secretary of Agriculture, who has thrown up his hands,
and what is this House going to do about it? If we don’t
do something about it, some other House will one of these
days. We cannot stand what we have now. You cannot
take 40,000,000 people and just toy with them, promise them,
and not fulfill your promises. Lest I forget, I shall give
you an example of what the difference is between the price
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act and under the cost
of production bill as it applies to cotton people only in the
Unifed States. I come from a country where the major
crop is cotton. I think every man in this Congress ought
to familiarize himself with a bill so important as this bill
is to 40,000,000 people. You will be astounded when I tell
you, if you have not looked it up, that there are 2,700,000
cotton farmers in the United States, and that 2,400,000 of
those cotton farmers produce less than two bales of cotton
each annually. Just cogitate on that a few moments, and
then can you wonder why it is that such poverty prevails
throughout the agricultural portion of the United States,
the richest country in the world? And I am speaking now
of the 2,400,000 two-bale cotton farmers. I did not know
that that condition of poverty existed among the cotton
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farmers of America until I began to look into the matter.
The present law yields to the two-bale farmer $61.77 for his
two-bale crop. What do you think of that? An American
citizen working from 5 o’clock in the morning until 6 or 7
o'clock at night for a whole year, so far as cotton is con-
cerned, and he gets $61.77 for all of that. Under the cost-
of-production program, which is the bill which we have up
for consideration now before the Committee on Agriculture
of the House, the same producer would get $164 for his
two bales. The increased income for each such two-bale
cotton farmer would be $102.23 per annum. The entire class
of 2,400,000 two-bale cotton farmers would have their in-
come increased by $245,352,000 if we were operating under
a bill like the cost-of-production bill. In addition to these
2,400,000 two-bale cotton farmers in America, there are 300,-
000 other cotton farmers. They produce above two bales per
farm. This is a comparison that I have had to work out
myself, but I know it is correct. Those 300,000 farmers,
making above two-bales average on each farm, work and
control two-thirds of the cotton acreage of America.

Therefore, they ought to produce twice as much cotton as
the 2,400,000 farmers produce, and if they do then their
increased income, not their total income, under the cost-of-
production bill, would amount to $470,704,000, The increased
total cotton income of the two-bale farmer and the farmer
producing on an average above two bales amounts to $736,~
050,000 annually., That is the economic aspect of what a
change from the Wallace plan might offer to the cotton
farmer of America. Is it worth consideration? Iet us see
if it is. The economists estimate that the farm income
under this program will be increased to $15,000,000,000. If
that is true, and according to the formula by which they go
in estimating the value of a national income, a small or a
large one, the constant is 7.55, and you multiply the in-
creased farm income by this constant of 7.55, and you will
have an increased national income amounting to approxi-
mately $100,000,000,000.

At this time we have about $60,000,000,000 national in-
come. Now, what will that do? I will tell you what it will
do. It will put every business institution in America to work.
It has been demonstrated that we have no surplus of cotton.
‘We do not have any surplus of wheat. We do not have any
surplus of any kind of farm commodity. We simply have a
lack of money with which to buy those things that we need
in our homes—things that we need to eat; things that we
need to wear; things that we need to live comfortably and
decently on. We cannot get it because we do not have the
money with which to get it. We cannot get enough money
out of our farm products to buy those things. What are you
going to do as Members of Congress? Are we going to do
as we did here yesterday? You know, it is almost pathetic
to think that this House on yesterday spent a full half day
in an effort to make it possible for some doctor out in Ohio
to sell his asthma cure through the mails without revealing
its medical contents. We spent that time; we grew eloguent,
and we waxed warm. You would have thought that Con-
gress had some important piece of legislation before it for
consideration; yet over here the Committee on Agriculture,
those good men, were dealing with the happiness and wel-
fare of 40,000,000 people in distress, and we were sitting
here on the floor of this House fiddling away our time that
ought to be worth something, when we ought to be giving
consideration to those 40,000,000 people who have never had
any consideration from the Congress of the United States.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MASSINGALE. I yield.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The gentleman from Okla-
homa, as usual, makes valuable coniributions to the discus-
sions in the House. The gentleman is a real student of our
economic problems in a practical way. The statement he has

just made with reference to the condition of agriculture is
an honest expression on his part of the effect of the present
policies for agriculture in this country. One of the purposes
of the bill we have before us, when it was originally passed
in 1934, was to raise farm price levels; that it would in-
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crease our exports of farm products; in fact, that the farmers
would get restoration of the 1926 price levels. The gentle-
man is honest, I know, and he admits in his statement that
that has not been accomplished.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr, Chairman, I yield the gentle=-
man 5 additional minutes.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The gentleman has pointed
out that it is the duty of Congress to get down to business
and to pass constructive legislation that will aid agriculture.
Iz it not equally our duty also to repeal undesirable legisla-
tion which has been a detriment to agriculture after years
of experience?

Mr. MASSINGALE. Oh, I wholly agree with the gentle-
man,

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MASSINGALE. I yield. :

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin, I signed the petition to dis-
charge the committee on the cost-of-production bill, but I
am very much alarmed about the effect. If you raise the
price of cotton to the producers of America will you not
have to put on a good embargo tariff to keep the cheaply
produced cotton goods of South America from coming in?

Mr. MASSINGALE. That is provided for in this bill.

Mr. HOUSTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MASSINGALE. I yield.

Mr. HOUSTON. I am very much interested in the able
remarks of the distinguished gentleman from Oklahoma at
this time. There are approximately 400 Members of Con-
gress here in the Hall at this time and I do not want to
take up the valuable time of the gentleman from Oklahoma,
but did not the Secretary of Agriculture testify that parity
price payments would eventually give us the same results
and benefits as the cost-of-production bill? I say, even-
tually. If that is true, why can we not have the cost-of-
production bill at this time? I have filed three or four
petitions from farmers in my district asking the repeal of
the present farm bill. They are not satisfled with it and
they want the cost-of-production bill. I am for the bill
which the gentleman is sponsoring.

Mr. MASSINGALE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MASSINGALE. I yield.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. May I make an observation along
the line which the gentleman has just made, and add to it
the fact that yesterday we had two quorum calls on the
quack medicine proposition? Today we had a roll call on it.
Three roll calls on that quack medicine proposition, and we
could not get a roll call on the proposition of $150,000,000
for W. P. A, workers who are now being discharged all over
the country.

Mr. MASSINGALE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MASSINGALE. I yield.

Mr. HILL. Seeing that we are neglecting our duty with
reference to this cost-of-production legislation, does the
gentleman not realize that until the Committee on Agricul-
ture reports that bill to the House we cannot act on it or
discuss it? The gentleman praised the Committee on Agri-
culture; why does he not call that to their attention?

Mr. MASSINGALE. There has been a petition on the
Clerk’s desk for 2 or 3 weeks. Anyone has the right to go
up there and sign it.

Mr. HILL. But the gentleman praised that committee
for considering the bill. Why do they not bring it before
the House?

Mr. MASSINGALE., I think they are doing good work
on it.

Mr, CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman,
yield?

Mr. MASSINGALE. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Will the gentleman please give me the
benefit of his opinion on this question which has come up
in my study of the cost-of-production bill and the cor-

will the gentleman
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respondence I have had with farmers in my district relative
thereto: Can we, as Members of Congress, endorse and sup-
port the reciprocal trade agreement program as it has been
put into operation and as it is now operated, and at the
same time carry on our shoulders and support and work for
the cost-of-production bill?

Mr. MASSINGALE. Answering the gentleman from Mich-
igan, I can only give him my own idea.

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is what I want.

Mr, MASSINGALE., I am a Democrat all right; but if I
had my way about it, I would put a complete embargo on
every single agricultural product unless it was raised in the
United States of America. [Applause.]

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think the gentleman from Oklahoma
can enlighten us still further and I would ask him: Is it or
is it not true that we cannot carry the reciprocal trade
agreement program as now operated simultaneously with
the cost-of-production program as set forth in the gentle-
man’s bill?

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 additional
minute to the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. MASSINGALE. Not unless it is revised. I may state
to the gentleman that I think the farmer is in the worst
economic position today in which he could be placed. There
is in front of him the tariff that forbids him or denies him
the right to trade anywhere except to buy his stuff here at
tariff-protected prices from the manufacturing classes of
the country. On the other hand, you have behind him the
trade agreements which open a hole in the tariff wall for
certain classes of people in America but not for the farmer.
Now unless you give him something like the cost of produc-
tion I do not believe there is any hope for him, any escape
for him; and that is why so far as I am concerned I ask
the passage of this bill, and I do not care how big a hole
you hawve to make in the tariff wall or how many of the
trade agreements you have to set aside in order to treat
him right.

Mr. CRAWFORD. And the gentleman’s bill is so de-
signed that if we were to put it in operation the reciprocal
trade agreement program would have to be altered.

Mr. MASSINGALE. Yes. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection. 3

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Chairman, on March 23 last, I
addressed the House on the mechanics of H. R. 2371,
which is the cost-of-production bill. On account of the time
limitation, I did not have an opportunity to complete the
discussion, and with the consent of the House, I shall at this
time make a further discussion of the bill, particularly the
mechanics of it.

I made mention of the fact that there are 2,400,000 cotton
farmers in America that grow on an average of a little short
of two bales of cotton each per year. The correct manner
of figuring the money that one of these two-bale-per-year
farmers gets for his two bales of cotton is to take 60 percent
of his total production of 936 pounds of cotton, which is
561.6 pounds, at 8 cents per pound, which yields him $44.93
for his entire cotton crop, plus his parity payment. On
that, if he could collect 3 cents per pound parity that he was
led to believe he could get on his 1938 crop, he would re-
ceive for his full productign of cotton in 1938, 8 cents per
pound for 561.6 pounds, plus $16.85, parity, which would
amount to a total of $61.77. That is what he would get
under the present Agricultural Adjustment Act, provided,
as I stated, the promised parity payments are going to be
made.

However, on March 28, the House of Representatives elim-
inated parity payments; that is, the House refused to ap-
propriate $250,000,000 for the purpose of meeting its promise
of last year to the cotton farmers to appropriate money
for parity purposes, Under the cost-of-production plan, as
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'provided in H. R. 2371, the farmer will sell one bale of his cot-
ton and receive for it 27 cents per pound for the 468 pounds,
assuming, of course, that 27 cents is the correct amount of
the cost of producing cotton on an average. This will yield
the farmer $126.56 in cash.

We will have to assume again that for the remaining bale
of cotton that is to be sold in the export trade, the farmer
will receive 8 cents per pound, or $37.44. Thus, the 2,400,000
farmers that produce on an average two bales of cotton
or g little less, receive $126.56 for the first bale and $37.44
for the second bale, or a total of $164, less what amount is
necessary to pay for warehousing and for transportation on
that part of the cotton that is held for reserve or sold on the
world market. If we deduct the $61.77—the total amount
the farmer would receive under the present Agricultural
Adjustment Act for the two bales of cotton at the average
8-cents-per-pound price—we find that he will receive under
the cost-of-production plan $102.23 more than he would re-
ceive for his two bales of cotton under the present program.
Therefore, it will be seen that the 2,400,000 farmers who
produce on an average two bales of cotton each, and who will
receive $102.23 more for their two bales of cotton under the
cost-of-production plan than they will receive under the
Agricultural Adjustment Act as it is now operating even
with the parity payments, will have an increased income of
$245,352,000. Thus, the 2,400,000 cotton farmers who raise
two bales of cotton each on an average will have an in-
creased purchasing power per year of $245,352,000, and in
addition to this, the other 300,000 cotton farmers will have
their purchasing power increased to the extent of more
than twice the amount that the 2,400,000 farmers have their
purchasing power increased, because the statistics show that
the 300,000 additional cotton farmers control about two-
thirds of the cotton acreage, and therefore ought to produce
at least twice as much cotton as the 2,400,000 farmers
produce. -

Assuming that it is correct to say that we are going to
produce 12,000,000 bales of cotton per year and that the
smaller farmer produces 2 bales of cotton each, which would
be 4,800,000 bales of cotton, the larger cotton growers, num-
bering 300,000 would grow the balance of the estimated
12,000,000 bales, or 7,200,000 bales of cotton, and it is fair to
assume that the income of the remaining 300,000 cotton
farmers would be . at least twice what the income of the
2,400,000 farmers would be. Adding this amount, which
equals $490,704,000 to the $245,352,000 that the smaller class
of farmers receives, the income of all classes of cotton farm-
ers would be increased under the cost-of-production plan by
$736,050,000, which will be a tremendous increase in the pur-
chasing power that will be given to the cotton farmers of
America alone, if the cost-of-production bill is enacted into
law.

Of course, all growers of the 50 agricultural products in-
cluded in the cost-of-production bill will have their incomes
correspondingly increased somewhat in the same proportion
that the income of the cotton grower is increased, and there
will be added to the purchasing power of the farmers of the
United States a huge amount of money. It is estimated by
economists and statisticians that the cash income of the
farmer will be more than doubled and that his annual income
will be approximately $15,000,000,000, if the cost-of-produc-
tion bill is enacted into law.

A great deal of latitude is given the Secretary of Agricul-
ture under this bill to operate it in a common sense and
practical manner. He does not have to have aerial pictures
made of the farms and of the various plots of cotton, wheat,
corn, and other things growing on them. Nor will it be a
complicated thing for him to estimate the average cost of
producing any article mentioned in the bill.

He has the information available in the yearbooks and
the census reports to do this work and to give the information
to the farmers who are interested in growing the various
kinds of crops. Congress need not worry about the average
cost of any one of the products because, if the Secretary of
Agriculture uses the information available, he will select a
standard grade of each of the products and fix the price of

all the variations in that grade by establishing one uniform
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price based upon the grade and standard of that particular
product; the under grades and superior grades will take their
prices accordingly; they will follow the regular discounts and
premiums of the market.

Some have offered the criticism that the Secretary of Agri-
culture, under this bill, may be given too much authority. I
do not think so. Somebody has to be entrusted with the
handling of legislation of this sort, and with such matters
as the disposition of surplus products on the world market.
Experience teaches that an orderly, systematic method of
selling and distribution is important if the farmer is going
to get the best price available in the world markets, and one
man alone having the right to find the markets and make
contracts of sale for these commodities will come about as
near approaching uniformity, and will so systematize the
method of disposition of the excess, or exportable crops, that
the farmer will get the benefit of that orderly method of
marketing. ;

I have personally criticized the philosophy of Secretary
Wallace. I have never for a moment doubted his integrity
or honesty in trying to find a way out for the farmer., I
simply believe that his philosophy is false and that the Amer-
ican farmer is gradually being impoverished under its oper-
ation. As I have stated several times on the floor of this
House, I believe that his philosophy, instead of inuring to
the benefit of the farmer has been ruinous to him, and unless
we depart from it there is very little hope for the farm home
to be maintained in America. As far back as 1936 the Sec-
retary of Agriculture testified before the Agricultural Com-
mittee of the House that from even then on there was no
use of talking about raising the price of cotton by further
curtailing the production, and it was his conviction that
nothing could be done in the future for the American cotton
grower by reducing acreage; and, of course, the same logic
will apply to other crops than cotton.

Notwithstanding the statement Secretary Wallace made in
1936 about the futility of future attempts to increase farm
prices by reducing acreage and production, the program of
reduction is still in operation, and probably it will conléinue
to be the practice as long as Secretary Wallace directs the
Department of Agriculture, for it seems that he is unwilling
to depart from the course admittedly incapable of producing
a better price for farm products. It is up to Congress to
direct the Secretary of Agriculture what to do, and if Con-
gress has the courage to do it, I do not believe there will be
any trouble with Secretary Wallace in carrying out the will
of Congress.

Of course, the operation of the law during the past sev-
eral years has embarrassed the cotton producer of the United
States above the embarrassment that it has caused other
farmers because of the huge surplus of cotton that we have
not been able to sell in the world market. The failure to
sell this cotton in the world market is due in part at least
to the fact that the Government has loaned an amount of
money higher than the world price on 100 percent of the
cotton produced by the farmer, notwithstanding that a part
of this same cotton was due to be sold in the world market
at a lower price than the loan. The Secretary did not feel
that he should try to dispose of this cotton so that the
Government of the United States would take a loss on it.
But that surplus is with us, and I am of the opinion that
the surplus is there largely for the reason that the Gov-
ernment of the United States would not sell on the world
market with 4 loss to the Government.

Other countries where cotton can be grown, such as Bra-
zil, were economically bound to adopt cotton growing as a
part of the program of that country. Other countries have
followed or preceded Brazil in growing cotton because of the
high price that America would have to ask for its cotton
under the operation of the present law, and I am firmly con-
vinced in my own mind that Brazil would not have displaced
other crops and would not have stepped so boldly into the
cotton-production business had it not been for the fact that
our cotton program had so hampered our export-cotton
business that other nations of the world began to look to
countries other than the United States for their cotton sup-
plies, and I understand the fact to be that Brazil has in-
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creased its cotton production, in order to meet the world
demand for cotton, better than eightfold, within a very
few years.

I have made the statement that in my judgment the long
continuance of the philosophy back of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act would finally result in eliminating the Amer-
ican farmer from the cotton markets of the world. If we
should eliminate America from the cotton markets of the
world, it would mean a staggering loss to the farming popu-
lation of the United States. If the result of the further con-
tinuance of the Agricultural Adjustment Act should go no
further than to deprive the American cotton grower of any
export cotton trade, it would mean a direct loss in lint
cotton alone of anywhere from $500,000,000 to $800,000,000
a year. That is a huge amount of money to take away from
the cotton farmer of the country when he has been used to
it for generations. We ought not to suffer this probable
disastrous thing to happen to the cotton-farming industry
of America. )

The cost-of-production bill further provides that the min-
imum price for any farm product coming within the terms
of the proposed act shall be the minimum price at which
such product can be lawfully sold—that is within the re-
quirement for domestic uses. The estimated surplus per-
centages of products may be sold in export trade or
warehoused and shipped to concentration points for dis-
tribution to other countries of the world at the world price.
The farmer that raises this export surplus bears the entire
expense for handling these export surpluses. When the
Secretary sells these surpluses and pays warehousing, freight,
and other charges for getting the products into the world
markets, the balance is distributed by him through the Post
Office Department and paid pro rata to the farmers that
raise the export surplus products. This is accomplished by
the Secretary of Agriculture’s turning over to the Postmaster
General the net proceeds of these foreign or export sales and
the Postmaster General’s paying to the farmer through the
local post office his percentage of the net receipts of the sale
of such articles in the world markets.

There is a penalty provided in the bill subjecting any
dealer to both fine and imprisonment if he does not comply
with the provisions of this cost-of-production program.

Another provision of the proposed Cost of Production Act
takes all present and future Government-owned cotton as
exportable surpluses, and the Secretary of Agriculture is
directed to control the sale and distribution of such export-
able surpluses. At this point, I may state that the general
information that may be gleaned from cotton journals is that
the factories of the world prefer to spin cotton grown in
the United States. It seems to be preferred to cotton grown
in any other country, due in part probably to climatic con-
ditions and the chemistry of the soils where it is grown.

In order that the farmer may receive better economic
treatment than he has heretofore received under any law
that has been attempted to relieve his condition, this cost-of-
production bill provides that the Secretary of Agriculture is
directed that when he finds the world price, computed in
United States money, of any foreign agricultural product or
substitute shipped into this country to be below the cost-of-
production price of any competing domestic agricultural
product in its manufactured or unmanufactured state, the
Secretary of the Treasury shall be notified thereof and there-
upon it is his duty to levy and collect upon such foreign
competing agricultural product or substitute, a duty equal
to the difference between the world price and the cost-of-
production price of such product, plus 10 percent of such
cost-of-production price. The practical operation would be
as follows, assuming, as we have in this discussion, that the
cost-of-production price of cotton is 27 cents per pound, and

that the world price of cotton is 8 cents per pound:
Cents

Cost-of-production price o 27.0
World price--.. 8.0
New tariff < -19.0
Plus 10 percent, cost of production. ... 2.7

Total new tariff 21.

-l
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This would mean that a person growing cotton in Brazil
would have to pay a tariff duty of 21.7 cents for each pound
in the bale of cotton that he ships into this country from
Brazil. It means giving the American farmer the exclusive
right to the American market for that portion of his cotton
that is consumed in the United States.

This cost-of-production bill is not a radical bill. The
group that sponsored it were very careful to avoid any very
sudden or shocking consequences that might result from a
departure from the Agricultural Adjustment Act to which the
farmer has grown somewhat accustomed in the last few
years. There are retained in the bill such matters as soil-
conservation payments, the Federal Surplus Commodity Cor-
poration, encouraging new uses and new markets for farm
products, crop insurance, and loans on agricultural commod-
ities. As to how long these provisions should be carried in
the bill no one can tell yet, but according to the views of the
authors of this bill it will not be necessary to carry them
after the cost-of-production bill is put into operation, as we
regard that no subsidy payments of any sort will be necessary
to be provided for the farmer, as cost of production is worth
more to him by far than the payment of any subsidy, more
especially than the promise of a payment of a subsidy that
cannot be fulfilled. There will be no necessity for any Gov-
ernment employees to attempt to regulate the management
of individual farmers because each farmer will be his own
boss. There is no provision in the hill for the destruction
of the products of the soil because any farmer with the
information that the Secretary of Agriculture will give him
can use his intelligence to advantage and be advised as to
what kind of crops and about what quantity it will pay him
best to produce. The bill further has the provision in it to
the effect that farmers may freely exchange their livestock
with other farmers for the purpose of feeding and making
ready for the market without coming under the terms of the
bill regarding sale in interstate commerce.

Pundamentally the prosperity for agriculture in the United
States means the prosperity of labor and every other kind of
business. If the farmer is a prosperous member of society
and is given a reasonable purchasing power, there will be no
question about the increased consumption of all products pro-
duced on the farm and in the factories of this country, and,
of course, that means that there will be increased distribu-
tion. More people will have money with which to buy the
products of the soil and the factories. It is said that the
farmer, when he is able to get the money, is the best customer
of the heavy-goods manufactories in the United States and
that he consumes better than 40 percent in reasonably pros-
perous years of the output of all the textile mills in America
and of the shoe factories and hat and clothing factories of
America. I do not believe there are many Members of Ccn-
gress, if, indeed, there is anyone in Congress, who does not
know that there can never be a return to prosperity unless
the great agriculture-producing class of the country can get
at least what it costs him to produce the food and clothing
for the people of the United States. The farmer should have
more than the actual cost of production, and he will get it.
The main point is to take from his back the heavy load that
he has borne for years and give him enough income to enable
him to raise to a higher level the national income, which
higher national income is essential for a prosperous nation.

It was demonstrated on the floor of the House of Repre-
sentatives no further back than the 28th day of March 1939
that the temper of Congress is such that it is not going to
longer supplement the farmer’s income by direct appropria-
tion from the Treasury, and, as Secretary Wallace frankly
stated, that is the only way that the operation of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act would give the farmer near parity
prices on but 5 of the 70 agricultural products produced in
America. Congress refused on the 28th of March to appro-
priate money for paying so-called parity prices that were
promised on these 5 products in 1939 if the farmer com-
plied with the 1939 program.

True, parity on the five commodities included in the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 would require at least
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$1,600,000,000 from the Treasury of the United States to rep-
resent the difference between the price level in the year 1938
and parity prices as computed by the Department of Agri-
culture for the same year. The farmer made compliance all
right with the 1938 program, and he is starting to comply
with the 1939 program. But he has not got his money, and
he will not get that money for compliance unless there is a
change in the attitude of Congress. It may be possible that
when the bill which was considered here in the House on the
28th of March reaches the Senate the Senate will endeavor
to keep faith with the farmer and see to it that he does get
at least a part of the promised parity that Congress gave
him to understand he was going to get if he complied with
the many technical and not understandable provisions of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, What the farmer
needs, what he is entitled to, and what common sense and
equity demand that the Congress do for him is not so much
to make grants on condition that he follow Secretary Wal-
lace’s philosophy, but give him a sensible, understandable,
workable program that will give him for the first time in his
life an opportunity to get the cost of production for his farm
products. I hate to feel when I sit down to a meal that I
am eating food that was produced by the sweat and brawn
of some fellow American that the Congress of the United
States prohibits from getting what it cost him to raise it.
Under this bill the farmer will have an American market for
the 50 products covered by the bill, to the extent that the
products are consumed domestically. Why should he not
have it? He is the only one in our economic set-up to whom
this right has been denied and is now being denied.

Some talk that if the cost-of-production bill should pass,
the cost of living would be too high. I have read several
surveys and articles dealing with this question, and I am
one of those who believe that there would be no appreciable
rise in living costs in this country. But who would be so
selfish and so foolish as to object to the other fellow’s getting
what is fair and right, even though it may cost a few cents
more to live per month.

If you stimulate the income of the farmer to where it
should be by giving him cost of production for the domesti-
cally consumed goods that he produces, the effect of this
stimulant would increase employment throughout the United
States, increase wages, increase the volume of sales, and
would inaugurate an era of good feeling that we have not
heretofore experienced. Secretary Wallace himself has made
the statement that the only way to equalize the income of
the farmer up to that of the average worker would require
taking approximately $6,000,000,000 a year from the incomes
of the city dweller and adding it to the income of the farmer.

I disagree. The bill adds $7,000,000,000 to the farmers’ in-
come, but takes that $7,000,000,000, not from the urban dwel-
ler, not from a fixed paltry national income of the America
of today—the source of the new $7,000,000,000-farm income
is from the new increased national income that this bill itself
will create.

If this bill passes, we will have a farm income of approxi-
mately $15,000,000,000. That will mean a national income in
excess of $80,000,000,000 and to near one hundred billion. To-
day the income of the Nation is only sixty billion—the new
national income will be in excess of eighty billion. If the in-
crease is fixed at only $20,000,000,000, the farmer will receive
approximately seven billion and the city dweller approxi-
mately fourteen billion. So this is a bill for urban prosperity
as it is a bill for farm prosperity.

Secretary Wallace, before the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry, testified that it was his judgment that
the bill would increase the cost of living by a billion dollars.
Let us accept the figure. That increased cost of living will
fall one-third on the farmer of the Nation and two-thirds
on the city dweller, for one-third of the population consists
of farmers and farm workers. The farmer’s increasing his
income by $7,000,000,000 will be compelled to spend $330,-
000,000 in increased cost of living. The city dweller’s increas-
ing his income by thirteen billion will be compelled to spend
an additional $666,000,000. That is why I think that the bill
is good for the farmer and good for the city dweller,
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There is an additional consideration—that is, the Govern-
ment of the United States. Instead of reaching into the
Treasury for hundreds of millions for farm aid, if this bill
raises the national income, say, to a minimum of $20,000,000,-
000, and without assuming that it places an additional farmer
under the provisions of the income tax or an additional work-
ingman under the provisions of the income tax, it is calcu-
lated that one-half of the increase of national income, or
$10,000,000,000, will flow into the channels of trade in a man-
ner to increase corporate and personal income, taxable to
at least the 4 percent of normal income tax, and thus yield
to the Treasury an additional income of $400,000,000.

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr., Chairman, I yield 15 minutes
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRRSEN].

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I invite the Members to
come down and takes seats on the mourners’ bench, because
I have some bad news for you. So come right down front
here close to me; let us have an old-fashioned vesper prayer
meeting, because we need some stimulation and reafirmation
of faith. There is only one vacant seat down here. The
gentleman from Kansas just remarked that there were 400
smiling countenances in this Chamber. I can see by the
intensity of these countenances that they reflect the deep
interest in the bill under consideration. I have a surprise
for you. I shall depart from my usual custom and talk
about the bill that is up for discussion today. [Laughter.]
First of all I want to say very categorically that this bill
ought to be defeated.

Mr. MASSINGALE, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr., MASSINGALE, Which bill?

Mr. DIRKSEN. The stabilization bill, the devaluation
bill.

Mr. MASSINGALE. I thought the gentleman was talking
about the cost-of-production bill.

Mr. DIRKESEN. One should not use superlative adjectives
except in an advised manner. When I say that to me this
bill is dangerous, disturbing, that it is potentially inflationary,
I am using measured words and mean exactly what I say.
I think, however, for a full understanding of this bill we
ought to review briefly what has gone before since the market
crash of 1929,

‘When the crash came on in all its intensity, as you remem-
ber, there was money stringency, banks began to pop like
corks, there was monetary stringency in the country because
of lack of liquidity on the part of banks. They could not
take care of these heavy demand liabilities, and so the crash
came in its full impact. There was a steady decline of
prices.

This brings to mind a number of things we did in 1932,
This Congress passed the Glass-Steagall banking bill. This
bill did not give the Congress or the administration either,
full control over the banking system, of course, but it did
undertake to develop a kind of liquidity in the banks by
extending the type of security that could be used for Fed-
eral Reserve banking. They put a moratorium upon repara-
tions payments in the hope that that disturbing factor would
not come into the picture. There was a moderate expendi-
ture of public funds in the hope that it would do some
good. More money was placed into circulation, but I am
free to admit as a Republican that the measures of Presi-
dent Hoover and that Congress did not prove efficacious,
because the price declines continued. Probably we did not
go far enough, I do not know, but the country itself got the
jitters from too many monetary manipulations, and so the
decline continued. The general fear which persisted in the
country and the Michigan bank holiday only aggravated
the economic jitters of the people and the deflation con-
tinued in all its fury.

Then came the present administration, and I want to say
to you that the wizards of wampum, as I call them, dished
up the most curious admixture of amazing monetary ma-
nipulations that the world has ever seen. We started in
with a banking bill and suspended the redemption of Fed-
eral Reserve notes. We passed the Gold Reserve Act of
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1934. Then followed the terrible Thomas amendment on
the Agricultural Act of 1933 which empowered the Presi-
dent to issue $3,000,000,000 of greenbacks. Then came this
hideous monstrosity known as the Silver Purchase Act of
1934, Then there were some control measures, the N. R. A,,
for instance, and the A. A. A. I think one of the mis-
takes these experts down at the other end of the Avenue
make is that they do not even attempt to dissociate the
effect of those control measures and the effect of the mone-
tary measures. After all is said and done what is the
result? There has not been any sharp or sustained in-
crease in the price level; as a matter of fact, it has been
going down right along. When it comes to evaluating the
effect of all these monetary measures in terms of prosperity,
after all that is the only thing we are interested in.

I am not one of these money experts. I am very much
like our good old friend, Finley Gray, from the Wabash, who
was & Member of this House. He stood down here in the
Well of this House and said, “There are only 13 men in the
United States who understand money and I am not one of
them.” Well, I am not either, but I can interpret this in
terms of prosperity, if you please, and everybody else does
the same thing. If the melodious tinkle of the dinner pail
is the yardstick of prosperity, I will say that all of these
manipulations have been a strident discord up to this time.
If farm prices are a measure of prosperity, it has been a
disma] failure. If contentment and the well-being of the
country is a measure of prosperity, then all I can say is these
monetary measures seem to have enlarged our wretchedness
and our misery. So blithely now the administration comes
along in the face of all of that and says, “Please extend
these powers until June 1941.”

What are the reasons? I read the testimony of the Secre-
tary of the Treasury and I want to say that it was pretty
meager testimony. He stated, “Let me continue with the
stabilization fund because of the uncertain international
picture.” He said, “Let me continue with this devaluation
business because of the floating content of gold in foreign
currency.” He stated, “Give us this silver power for a little
while longer,” for no reason at all

I am against it. I believe this bill ought to be defeated
and I think it is the patriotic duty of this Congress to defeat
the bill. There is a very good reason for that. There are, in
fact, many reasons.

The first reason is this: It should be called both a stabili-
zation and an unstabilization bill. How are you going to de-
value, for instance, our currency or our gold by another 10
percent without creating a disturbing factor in our own
market, which has a repercussion on foreign currencies? It
is no wonder he said to us, “I have to have the stabilization
fund, because if we make use of the available power for
further devaluing it, that will be unstabilizing, then I will
need the stabilization fund to stabilize.”

What a beautiful paradox, if you please. You cannot
escape the irresistible logic of that position. The Nation
seeks stability, not instability. It seeks sanity. It seeks
steadfastness. Yet here we are asked fo continue a power
of devaluation, which, if used, can only add fo the insta-
bility we have experienced these many years. So why
grant it?

Secondly, I think the bill ought to be defeated because
we have gotten to the point where we should not make a
grand and generous gift of dollar exchange to foreign coun-
tries. There were some figures adduced by a man who
knows more about foreign trade than anybody else, in my
opinion, because he was special adviser on foreign trade to
the President. I refer to George Peek, who was the first
Administrator of the Agricultural Adjustment Act. Go dig
out his figures. They show, for instance, in the years from
1928 to 1933 that about 70,000,000 ounces of gold went over
to France at $20.67 an ounce. Then he shows that in 1934
and 1935 about 35,000,000 ounces of gold came back at $35 an
ounce. So we are even with the board in dollars and cents.
The point is, however, that 35,000,000 ounces of our gold
are still in France, having a value of one and one-quarter
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billion dollars. That is an outright gift of exchange. We
might just as well have sent them a billion and a half of
cotton, wheat, or some other tangible commodity as to hand
over this dollar exchange.

Mr. Chairman, that is unfair to the American people, in
my judgment, and I am not going to be a party to handing
any more millions or billions to people in foreign countries,
without value received.

With respect to this silver purchase, I have heard the
argument—and it is a specious argument that you gentlemen
make—that these silver purchases cost us nothing because we
grab half of it and put it into the Treasury in the form of
seigniorage. In dollars and cents it costs nothing. But do you
not see the cost is deeper than that? We already have nine
hundred million in silver certificates in circulation, and the
cost lies in the effect of an artificial inflation of the price
level. Why, it is just as plain as the nose on your face. How
are you going to put this into circulation without giving an
artificial stimulus to the price level? Who pays? Why, the
American people. What difference does it make whether
you dip into the Treasury and pay it or you pay for it through
the instrumentality of the great American pocketbook?

That is not all. Let us look at the danger of this thing,
The 1934 Silver Act is not involved here, except to the extent
that silver generally is involved. That act provides that
silver certificates have to be issued at least to the extent of
the cost of the silver. Nobody will quarrel with that because
that is the law and that is the interpretation. But what
about the seigniorage? It is in the Treasury. There is not
a thing in that law to prohibit the Secretary of the Treasury
from issuing silver certificates against the seigniorage. If he
does, do you not see what can be done? The Secretary of
the Treasury can very quietly inflate under the Silver Pur-
chase Act in a manner he would not dare to under the
Thomas amendment, which provides direct infilation to the
extent of $3,000,000,000. Very curious, is it not? If a bill to
grant authority to the Treasury to inflate the currency di-
rectly by issuing $1,400,000,000 of silver certificates against
the seigniorage were before us, most everyone in this House
would oppose it. Yet the Treasury has that power today,
and it is now proposed to confer additional uncertain mone-
tary powers.

When I see all this monetary manipulation, it reminds
me of a story of a chap who had an old mule., The mule got
obstinate and balky one day and laid down on the pavement.

He could not do a thing with him. Sam built a fire under
him, but the mule would not move. Finally a veterinarian
came along and Sam says, “Doctor, can you make this mule
move?” He said, “Sure,” and reached into his veterinary
kit and gave the mule a couple of squirts in the hind quarters
and he started down the street lickety split. Sam asked the
doctor, “How much was that?” The veterinarian said, “Oh,
about 10 cents.” Sam says, “Here is 30 cents. Give me a
couple of shots. I want to catch that mule.”

That is what we have been doing by inflating and de-
flating up and down so far as our monetary system is con-
cerned. The result measured in realistic prosperity is what?
Eleven million four hundred and seventy thousand men out
of work, according to the American Federation of Labor’s
figures for February of this year; corn selling for 39 cents
track price, way out in the good and mellow Corn Belt of
this country. Oh, you will not say that is prosperity. Then
why continue these powers of stabilization and devaluation
that have proven so abortive?

To get to the crux of this thing on stabilization, how funny
it is that in February, to be exact, February 16 of this year,
we did not pay much attention to the broadcast of Fulton
Lewis, the commentator. That was the afternoon that
Wayne Chatfield Taylor, of Illinois, Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury, resigned. I have here a transeription I managed
to get of the speech of Fulton Lewis on the afternocon of
February 16. This is what Mr. Lewis had to say: ;

Now we've had one development here today that's excited a good

deal of curiosity * * * because it’s a new flare-up in an old
trouble spot. * * *
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Quite abruptly, the Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, Mr.
Wayne Taylor, announced this afternoon that he has sent his
resignation to the White House, effective February 28.

I say that's a “new flare-up in an old trouble spot,” because
on four previous occasions, since the New Deal came into power,
very high officials of the Treasury Department have resigned, be-
cause of disagreement with the financial policies of the Treas-

L] L] L]

First, there was Mr. Dean Acheson, the Under Secretary. * * *
Then came Professor Sprague, who was an Assistant Secretary, if
I remember correctly * * * he had 1‘(‘.~rm(=.rl:i«r been a financial
adviser to the Bank of England. * *

Then came another Under Secretary, Mr. Thomas Jefferson Cool-
idge. *

No. 4 was Mr‘ Morrison Shafruth, the general counsel for the
Bureau of Internal Revenue. * * * He resigned in protest to
the Treasury's policy of usmg taxation as a whip to accomplish
social purposes. *

And finally today came the resignation of Assistant Secretary
Taylor * * * and as it turned out, late this afternoon, he also
resigned, because he could not continue to go along with the
financial policies of President Roosevelt’s administration.

He admitted that to newspapermen this afternoon * * *
he was rather reluctant about it, but he sald he cannot agree
with present policles. * *

And when he was pressed for a few specific details, he made the
remark that excited the particular curiosity, * *

Mr. Taylor happens to be the gentleman in the Treamry De-
partment who has charge of the so-called gold stabilization
fund of $2,000,000,000 * * that's the fund that was given
to the Treasury Department for operations in the world money
markets to keep those markets on an even keel * * * and in
the last 10 days it has figured very prominently in the confro-
versy over the President’'s foreign policy.

Senator LooGe of Massachusetts charged that it was belng im-
properly used * * * he intimated that the Treasury is using
that fund to lend money to France to buy fighting planes here
in the United States. * *

Becretary Morgenthau promptly denied that. * * *

But this afternoon the resigning Mr. Taylor, who has charge of
that fund, sald one of his stro disagreements with the Treas-
ury Department has to do with “loans to foreign countries.”

He was immediately asked:

“Are you talking about loans to Bouth American or Central
American countries?”

Mr. Taylor replied, “I am not.”

Then he was asked, “Are they loans to European countries?”

And Mr. Taylor answered:

“That's all I have to say.”

But he did say a little more than that privately. * * *

He was shown an official statement, issued by the publicity office
of the Treasury De ent, * * * ga statement which said
that the gold-stabilization fund has been used only for buying and
selling purposes. * * ¢ that it has not been used for any
loans. *

And he said:

“I don't care where that statement came from. * * *
not true."

And the question now seems to be:

“What is the next move of Senator Lopge?”

The inference is what? That this stabilization fund has
been used to make loans to European countries. What for?
The Congress has a right to know. We should not continue
this fund or any other monetary power until we do know.
Were loans made in violation of the provisions of section 10
of the Gold Reserve Act to France to buy munitions? Were
loans made to Great Britain for that purpose? Are they
using this fund, as the gentleman from Texas said the other
day, to suck us into the European caldron? I am afraid so.
This is Mr. Wayne Chatfield Taylor speaking, who adminis-
tered this fund, and who resigned on the 16th day of Feb-
ruary 1939, and he leaves no other inference except that this
fund has been used in violation of law to make loans to for-
eign countries. Are you going to confer that power until 1941
on the President? I do not know what course you will take,
but as for me, if I am the only Member of the House to do so,
I shall vote against it. [Applause.]

Note several things in this statement: Pirst, there is the state-
ment that Mr. Taylor had charge of the stabilization-fund opera-
tions. Then note that Mr. Taylor said that “one of his strongest
disagreements with the Treasury Department had to do with loans
to forelgn countries.” When pressed for an answer as to whether
he meant South or Central American countries, he said: “I am
not.” Obviously he meant European countries. Then, when shown
the statement from the publicity department of the
that the stabilization fund had not been used fur lom. he said:
& don't care where that statement came from * it 1s not

o
There’s the story.

It is

The stabilization fund has been used for

making loans to forelgn countries, according to Mr. Taylor.

N
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And if loans have been made to France, Britain, and other
countries who are still indebted to us for the last war, what about
the Johnson Act, passed and approved on April 13, 1934, which
forbids any person in the United States, under a penalty of im-
prisonment and a $10,000 fine, from making any loan to a foreign
got;:;tsl;y which is in default on its obligations to the United

Is our own Government now making loans out of this secret
fund to defaulting nations when it specifically forbids its own
citizens to make such loans?

And for what purpose are these loans being made, If they are
being made?

Is the money being used to purchase munitions and war supplies?

Is this stabilization fund the means whereby we shall be sucked
into the European mess?

Are we having a repetition of 1914 to 1917, when we extended
credits to the warring nations of Europe, then made private loans,
and then found the Government itself making loans in the billions
because private credit could not handle the load?

Bection 10 of the Gold Reserve Act of 1934 states that for the

purpose of stabilizing the exchange value of the dollar, the Becre-
tary of the Treasury is authorized with the approval of the Presi-
dent to deal in forelgn exchange and gold and such other instru-
ments of credit and securities as he may deem necessary to carry
out the purpose of this section. Where, under this language, is
the authority to make loans?

If the Treasury has been making loans to foreign countries, has
it not been doing so in clear violation of the law? Should not
the Co have a complete accounting of this whole matter
before this authority is continued?

All this goes back to the flare-up in February, when there was
some intimation that funds were being loaned to France to
purchase fighting planes.

Must we believe, in view of Mr. Taylor’s statement in connection
with his resignation, that such was actually the case?

This fund may yet be the instrument whereby the United States
may be dragged into European conflict, and since the people of
this Nation are determined to remain tree from forelgn contro-
versies, the patriotic thing to do with respect to this dangerous
bill is to defeat it by an overwhelming majority.

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD].

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr., Chairman, I am not sure that I
shall need the full 10 minutes, because I do not want to go
into the technical ramifications of the creation of money,
control of exchanges, and all that goes with it. I simply wish
to make a few remarks with reference to the trade angle of
this program, which, in my opinion, operates very closely in
conjunction with the reciprocal-trade agreements that have
been put in operation in recent years.

On April 17, this week, I took from the Journal of Com-
merce, of New York, this startling full-page statement which
I here hold in my hands, the text of which reads:

When you purchase Japanese goods you enable Japan to buy
more from the United States.

Japan is a major purchaser of American goods. Bhe is eager to
buy larger quantities of cotton and other products from the United
Btates. To do this she must sell to America to obtain the foreign
exchange with which to pay for her purchases. By buying Japa-
ge;emmom you create a market for more American products in

a .

This statement is signed by the Japan Foreign Trade Fed-
eration, and there are shown in the advertisement the names
of the executive directors and general directors. Then there
are listed the members making up the Japan Foreign Trade
Federation, in all cases there being given the name of the
association and the president of the association. If the
Members of the House are interested in reading a new type
of literature in connection with the financial pages of the
papers of this country and wish to connect it with the ebb
and flow of goods in the channels of international commerce
and the creation of foreign exchange, with which the bill we
are today discussing deals, I suggest that you analyze this
advertisement very carefully and see how it affects the indus-
tries which operate in your congressional districts,

It is very interesting to me that this ad appeared in the
morning papers the day before we started debating this par-
ticular bill. It is my firm opinion that the shrewdness of
the Japan Foreign Trade Federation fitted the appearance
of this ad to the discussion of this bill.

The ears of the people of this country are listening the
last 2 or 3 days to what Congress has to say about the
stabilization of foreign exchange, dollar exchange, pound
sterling exchange, yen exchange, franc exchange, and the ;
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other exchanges which operate along with the flow of goods
of the major commercial powers of the world. I wanted to
get this information in the Recorp in connection with the
study we have been making here the last day or two.

The Japanese say:

To do this she must sell to America to obtain the foreign ex-
change with which to pay for her purchases.

I repeat, the ad says:

By buying Japanese goods you create a market for more Amer-
ican products in Japan.

Incidentally, in buying Japanese goods we take dollars
that would otherwise buy American goods and send the dol-
lars to Japan. As far as I am personally concerned, I would
prefer that our own people buy goods produced by workers
who have jobs in this country, keep their dollars at home,
save the commission and freight costs, and support home
industry.

The other day, in a very carefully prepared statement
released under date of March 23 by the Secretary of the
Treasury, the Secretary made this interesting observation:

If the reduction made in the price of gold were small, our trade
and service balance would not be much affected over the mnext
year or so, nor would the inflow of capital cease. Once the drop
in the price of gold was by the rest of the world as defini-
tive, the subsequent effect on capital imports would be virtually
nil. Our securities would continue to be bought for the same
reasons they are bought now, and the dollar balances on foreign
account would also continue to increase for the same reasons that
they are increasing now.

The Secretary of the Treasury continues and says:

You will note our exports during January 1939 were more than
40 percent less than they were in January 1938. Although it is
too soon to evaluate the full significance of the decline, it is not
unreasonable to assume that the less favorable position of the
dollar in terms of other currencies contributed to the drop in

exports.

May I ask why did not the Secretary and the President
so manage the exchange fund as to prevent decline of 40
percent in our exports?

Going a little further and adding another little chapter
to this disconnected presentation, I want to point this out.
There has just been furnished to me by the American Auto-
mobile Association, with offices here in Washington, a most
interesting statement which follows an inquiry that I threw
out the other night as a result of an address made by Edgar
W. Smith, vice president, General Motors Overseas Cor-
poration, New York City, broadcast on Farm Forum pro-
gram over station WGN, Schenectady, March 13, 1939, in
which he was eulogizing the reciprocal trade agreement pro-
gram, as I interpreted it.

I inquired of the association as to what the exports of
automobiles, trucks, and busses were to Cuba during the
last 2 years. For 1937 there was a total of 7,187 motor
vehicles exported, for 1938 a total of only 3,561 vehicles ex-
ported, and, if you desire, you can confirm these figures by
referring to the statistics prepared by the Bureau of Foreign
and Domestic Commerce. 1 again make the inquiry:
Why were these exports permitted to drop? Did not the
President and the Secretaries of the Treasury and State
Departments have all of the powers to manage exchange and
were not the reciprocal-trade treaties with Cuba and other
countries in full operation?

In one county in California, and I am awfully sorry my
California friends are not here to hear this, where the
farmers grow sugar beets you have registered as new auto-
mobile passenger cars alone, sold for 1937, 1,781; and for
1938, T87. -

I have here a list of some 50 counties where your friends
grow sugar beets, and I bring this in because, first, I am
friendly to sugar, and secondly, because it has to do with
dollar exchange, imports and exports, reciprocal-trade agree-
ments, and I may say to my friend from Oklahoma, Judge
MassiNGALE, cost-of-production legislation. I bring it in to
show you people who have, perhaps, not looked into the
figures, that in only 36 sugar-beet-growing counties in the
United States, having a rural population of over 50 percent
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of county total population, you sold to your people in those
counties alone in 1937, 30,397 new passenger automobiles, and
in 1938, 13,480. These are registrations of new cars. .Con-
sider that in connection with the address of Mr. Smith, with
the Japanese advertisements, the total exports and the total
registrations in the island of Cuba, of all kinds of motor
vehicles, what the Secretary of the Treasury has to say and
the debate on this bill. It might be advisable for the auto-
mobile industry to keep its eyes on the market for passenger
cars in the United States and not become too enthusiastic
about what can be sold to Cuba and other Latin American
countries when the program calls for the destruction of a
great portion of the home market. I join with my friend
from Illinois in opposing the bill as here presented, and I do
not know of any practical way we can amend it under present
conditions that would cause me to vote for the bill, and we
say this in advance of a roll call.

[Here the gavel fell]

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, a moment ago the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DmrkseN], made a statement in reference to the use of
the stabilization fund. In reply I want to quote from page
43 of the hearings. The gentleman from Minnesota, Mr.
AvcusT H. ANDRESEN, 4 member of the committee, asked the
Secretary of the Treasury this question:

In connection with the stabilization fund, has any of the stabili-
zation fund been used in any manner to finance a foreign govern-
mentmthapmhaaedmmnuormyothermmppum

Secretary Morgenthau replied as follows:

I can answer that under oath at the present time “No,” and I 'will
answer further, as long as I am Secretary of the Treasury and as
long as Congress gives me that responsibility the answer is “No.”
I answered yesterday to it before the Senate Committee and I
would like the privilege of answering here again. If we ever
become involved in any war, I would come to this committee and
to the committee of the Senate and ask for and direction
mhowlahoﬂdmnﬂmtmmﬂmrﬂaﬂmwmesbabﬂmﬂon

I think this clearly answers the statement of the gentle-
man from Illinois; and, furthermore, I called the Treasury
Department by telephone a moment ago and it is the opin-
ion of the Treasury Department officials that the former
Assistant Secretary, Mr. Wayne Taylor, had never made the
statement attributed to him.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COCHRAN. I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. For purposes of the Recorp I want to
make it clear that the quotations I made were quotations
made by Mr, Taylor himself to Fulton Lewis, used in a
broadcast in which he virtually gives the lie to the publicity
section of the Treasury Department and says that loans were
made. I did not say they were made for munitions. I am
wondering, like the rest of the Congress is wondering, what
the loans were made for.

Mr. COCHRAN. Is not the gentleman from Illinois will-
ing to accept the statement of the Secretary of the Treas-
ury that I just read?

Mr. DIRESEN. I am not willing by indirection——

Mr. COCHRAN. Then there is no use arguing with a
Member of the Congress——

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me finish my statement.

Mr. COCHRAN. Who is not willing to accept the state-
ment I have read that the Secretary of the Treasury made
before the House and Senate committees and agreed to make
under oath if requested?

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, may I say to the Com-
mittee that Wayne Chatfield Taylor is one of the most hon-
orable men in the State of Illinois. He comes from a very fine
family, and he has a very distinguished record. I am not
willing to disbelieve Mr. Taylor as against any other official of
the United States Government today. That is the answer.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.
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Mr, SOMERS of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 9 min-
utes to the gentleman from California [Mr. VoorHIs].

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr, Chairman, I want it
understood that in what I have to say on this bill T am dis-
cussing exactly the bill that we have before us. I am not
talking about what I would like to see done in connection
with monetary matters, but I am going to try to see if we
cannot get our attention fixed on exactly what this bill pro-
poses to do and why it is an important bill to have enacted
into law. In the first place, it is necessary to notice, I think,
in view of some of the recent discussion, that the bill re-
quires that reports on the handling of the stabilization fund
should be made to Congress in the future.

The second point I make is that the important things con-
cerned with this bill are matters having to do with foreign
trade. I made reference earlier this afternoon to remarks
of my own in the ReEcorp on Monday. You will find there
what is called a program for monetary reform, by some of the
most eminent economists in America, in which they discuss
the gold question and say that gold undoubtedly has outlived
its usefulness as a standard for the Nation's currency, but
however, that gold is still important in matters of foreign
exchange.

I do not believe this matter should be decided upon the
basis of whether you are for or against President Roosevelt.
I think it ought to be decided upon its merits. Neither do
I think it justifiable to say that these powers are bad because
these powers are given to the President, because no one has
stood on this floor and indicated in one solitary respect any
tendency on the part of the President to abuse these powers
in any way whatsoever. It is important to consider what
the alternatives are to a continuation of these powers.
Either you are going to have to say that you are never going
to change the present gold content of the dollar, and there-
fore that you are going to leave this Nation, insofar as its for-
eign trade is concerned, directly at the mercy of other na-
tions, or else you will have to delegate those powers to some
other body or agency. As a matter of fact my own belief
is that they should be delegated to a central monetary
authority under the direction of Congress, but that has not
been done, and in the absence of that I for one believe that
there is no place for them to be lodged better than in the
hands of the President of the United States.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Well, I have a very short
time but I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Would the gentleman be
willing to give those powers to any other President than to
President Roosevelt?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I am very glad that the
gentleman asked me that question, because I have a way
of having confidence in the Presidents of the United States,
and I think that in the present difficult situation in the
world, one of the most unfortunate things that has happened
in this country is the tendency on the part of some people—
and I have no reference to the gentleman from Minnesota—
to attack the present occupant of the White House, not on a
factual basis at all, but on a basis of pure prejudice. I
think that is most unfortunate. I think we have to fight
our political battles, of course, but I do not believe it is well
to carry them to such a degree that it may have a tendency
to weaken the natural, normal, healthy allegiance of the
people of the United States to the President, whomever he
may be. [Applause.] In other words, in the absence of a
better arrangement in handling these things, I prefer to
have such power lodged in the hands of the President rather
than in the hands of the international bankers, where prac-
tically they would otherwise reside, I feel confident.

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Would not the gentleman
believe it is better to have it lodged in the hands of the
Congress?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. The answer to that is that
I have a bill myself before the House, which I am trying not
to discuss at this moment, which would place these powers
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and other powers in the hands of a monetary authority
acting directly under the mandate of Congress.

Mr. THOMAS F. FORD., Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Well, I have such a short
time, but I must yield to my esteemed colleague from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. THOMAS F. FORD. I just want to say that the
American Farm Bureau Federation today addressed to Con-
gress a petition in which they respectfully urge our support
of a continuance of the power to protect the*currency——

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I thank the gentleman very
sincerely for that contribution at this point. The gentle-
man from Iowa read portions of that statement also, and
I think it is an excellent one. The real point at issue is
this, that the higher the price of gold, in terms of our dol-
lars, the more exports the industries of this country are
going to be able to make; and keeping our dollar cheap in
terms of gold means keeping our dollar cheap in terms of
foreign exchange.

That means that dollars are easier to get, and that more
goods are likely to be bought in the United States. It also
means—and this is most important and probably explains
the reason for the Farm Bureau position—it also means that
American producers will be paying their cost of production
in dollars more nearly equal in value to those in which for-
eign producers produce their goods.

Now, complaint has been made by some of the gentlemen
opposed to this bill that the prices in this country are in-
ordinately low, and in the very next breath those gentlemen
have said that there was “danger,” in their opinion, that
we would actually use the idle gold or silver that belongs to
the United States as a basis for additional issuance of cur-
rency. I cannot make those two statements come together
at all. I am furthermore reminded of the fact that those
same gentlemen do not complain about the fact that at pres-
ent it is possible, under our present law, for the private
bankers of this country to conduct an inflation of bank
credit on the basis merely of their excess reserves, amounting
to somewhere in the neighborhood of $20,000,000,000. It
seems we only become alarmed about these matters when it
is proposed that government, in the name of the people,
shall issue some money.

The question may be asked whether it is wise for this
country to purchase unlimited amounts of gold at a certain
price, but the question cannot reasonably be asked whether
or not the President should be able to change the gold con-
tent of the dollar if it becomes necessary in view of any given
situation. For unless he is able to do that, here is what may
well happen: Some nations of the world may devalue their
currency in serious fashion. If that happens it will then
mean a lowering of foreign production costs in terms of
dollars and inevitably a tremendous stimulation of importa-
tion into this country, and a virtual stoppage of all exports
out of this country. We have got to be in a position to
prevent that from happening, and that, to my mind, is the
central purpose of this measure.

Now, we hear three things said many times on this floor.
One is that we want to restore the world markets to the
American farmer. I am for that. Then we hear it said
that everything is all wrong because we are importing this,
that, or some other kind of goods from some country. Then
we hear criticism about the program of purchasing gold and
silver.

As an aside at this moment, may I say there is no danger
of any of the nations of the world saying they will not recog-
nize any value in our gold so long as those nations want our
goods and so long as we are ready to accept gold. That is
just axiomatic. If they can get our goods by paying gold
for them they will want gold for foreign-exchange purposes.

But how about these three propositions? You cannot
possibly restore world markets to American producers un-
less you either import goods or purchase these precious
metals and thus enable purchasers in foreign countries to
obtain American exchange. In other words, you are taking
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your choice. I readily admit that the purchase of silver
and gold at high prices from foreign countries is a subsidy
to the producers of those metals, but it is a subsidy that is
given in order to assist the American producers of goods in
their export business, That is what it is for. If we want
to abandon our effort to build up our exports, then and only
then should we object to the provisions of this bill.

Without getting into a technical discussion I do want to
say a word about our method of handling the gold and silver
which has been purchased and which is now “free” in the
sense that no outstanding claims exist against it. We have
in round figures something over $3,000,000,000 of idle gold
and silver in the Treasury which has been bought and which
ought to be put to work for the American people. This, of
course, does not include any of the gold against which gold
certificates have been issued and given to the Federal Reserve
banks, neither does it include that portion of the silver
against which certificates have been issued, nor more recent
inflows of gold which have been, in effect, turned back into
the banking system in the form of additional reserves in the
form of gold-certificate credits. I am only talking about the
gold and silver which is absolutely free of any claim against
it at all.

How can we in the best way put this “free” gold and silver
to work for the people of the country, who, after all, have
bought and paid for it?

Let us first be clear on one or two fundamental points.
Purchasing power, of course, does not really exist apart from
goods and services—that is, real wealth. When we talk
about the purchasing power of the dollar we mean the
amount of goods and services it will buy. However, many
dollars we had, if we had no goods and services, the
dollars would, of course, be worthless. The important thing
therefore is the relationship between dollars on the one hand
which represent purchasing power, and real wealth, or we
may say, real purchasing power in the form of goods on the
other. The volume of goods and service produced in any
given year not only represents the total active buying power
which the people of the country can have but it also repre-
sents the total active buying power which they must have if
these goods and services are to be sold and if therefore
we are to avoid depression. Monetary measures are therefore
basically important as a means of seeing to it that the means
of exercising purchasing power—money—keeps pace with
the actually available purchasing power tied up in goods and
services. I am convinced that only a governmental agency
concerned with the general welfare can or will maintain this
necessary balance. Goods and services, or the power to pro-
duce goods and services, represent actual or potential income
or buying power to the people; but their presence unfortu-
nately has never yet been the measure of the amount of
actively circulating money in existence in the country. In
other words we have never yet controlled the volume of our
money in such fashion that it would reasonably correspond
to the need of the national economy for money. People have
shouted that for the Government to issue money against
this gold or silver or against its own credit would per se be
inflation, That is not necessarily true at all. On the con-
trary if there exist side by side idle plant and also hungry
consumers it is very likely that a serious deflation of active
money is one cause of the situation and that an issue of
money put into circulation through people in need of goods
would operate only to restore a balance between the power to
produce and the power to consume.

For these reasons a return to the gold standard would
undoubtedly render our situation worse instead of better,
for it would mean betting the national welfare that the
increase in gold supply would accurately correspond to the
increase in productive capacity of the country. The chances
are 1,000 to 1 we would lose the bet. For the same reason,
to continue to defend. as we now do, on the creation of
demand bank deposits through the contraction of com-
mercial debt for our supply of money is indefensible. What
we need is a scientific control of our money supply so it
will correspond to our need for money—that is, to our power
to produce goods and services.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

4593

The bill before us concerns this only indirectly. As I
have said, I am for the bill. As long as we seek foreign
trade at all these powers must be lodged somewhere to pro-
tect our people against the effects of fiuctuation or manipu-
lation of foreign currency.

But I do believe that we should make use of this gold and
silver which belongs now to the United States. My own
idea would not be to spend this gold or silver directly but,
rather, to use the so-called “free” gold and silver as a credit

- base for a revolving fund out of which loans at very low

interest could be made to such groups as hard-pressed farm-
ers, small businesses, and people who would like to own
homes but cannot afford them at present interest rates.
In this way we would avoid completely the issuance of bonds
and the purchase of private-bank deposits therewith in
order to finance such loans. This method might also be
used—and, I think, should be at present—to finance some
of our revenue-producing public works or to purchase bonds
of States, counties, and cities issued for the purpose of car-
rying on public works, in which case these bonds would
only need to bear a nominal-interest rate.

These proposals would not, in my opinion, by any means
solve our problem. They would help. They would be a
means of increasing the demand for goods in America, of
stimulating business, of matching to some degree our pro-
ductive capacity with increased consuming power, and they
would do these things without increase in national debt.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Vooruis] has expired.

Mr. of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I yield 8 minutes
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SHORTI.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, it cannot be denied that
President Roosevelt took office in March 1933 at a critical
time in our Nation’s history. No President ever entered the
White House, however, with more solid or almost unanimous
backing of the American people than did he. He asked for
and was given united support of the American people, both
in and out of Congress. For over a year under the first
New Deal administration, Republicans on this floor and in
the other body voted, often at times against their own best
judgment, for New Deal measures, hoping against hope that
somehow, in some miraculous manner, those measures would
work out successfully, and they were perfectly willing, out
of patriotic impulses, to give all credit to the President and
his administration if they did work. Very few Members of
Congress, very few Americans, objected to these vast,
extraordinary powers granted the President, under the cry
of emergency, but many of our cool-thinking citizens today
do object to a continuance of those excessive powers long
after the emergency has passed. My opposition to the pend-
ing bill is based not upon my dislike of Franklin D. Roose-
velt but upon the fact that it gives to the President more
power than any good man should want and certainly more
power than any bad man should have.

The question before us today is one that vitally affects
the whole fabric of our Government. When the Congress
granted the President these vast discretionary powers under
pressure of a crisis, he assured, if he did not guarantee it,
that those powers granted under emergency, would be exer-
cised only as temporary powers, but it is now crystal clear
and evident to everyone that this administration is deliber-
ately, stubbornly attempting to make those powers perma-
nent. Few of our citizens realize the extraordinary powers
granted the President of the United States during the last
6 years.

Let us see what a few of them are. Of course, under the
Constitution he is Commander in Chief of the Army, the Navy,
the Marine Corps, and the Air Corps of the United States.
But he can now invoke a neutrality law that is practically
tantamount to a declaration of war. He can single out the
aggressor in any country. He has been given vast discre-
tionary control over the monetary system of our country.
Under the Constitution Congress, and Congress alone, has
the authority to coin money and regulate the value thereof.
What justification can there be for transferring this tre-
mendous power and control over money from the people’s
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representatives to any individual? Why does the President
want this power to change the gold content of the dollar
unless it is his purpose ultimately to pay off the huge public
debt—that has been doubled since his first inauguration—
with cheap money? Continued deficit spending carries with
it the constant threat of inflation that will surely rob the
people of their hard earnings and just savings. Bank de-
posits, savings accounts, and life-insurance policies will be-
come worthless. Not fixed rules nor established law but the
fleeting fancies and mercurial mind of an impulsive indi-
vidual have destroyed the confidence of the American people
in the stability of their currency and wrecked their faith in
the rectitude of their own Government. “Just men regard
repudiation and spoilation of citizens by their sovereign with
abhorrence.” And yet, as Members of Congress, we are
asked to continue this legalized larceny. The President now
can issue currency up to $3,000,000,000. By devaluing the
gold content of the dollar, he has had a $2,000,000,000 reserve
fund called the stabilization fund that he can use for specu-
lation in foreign exchange, buying Japanese yen, German
marks, French francs, British pounds; he can coin silver at
the ratio of 16 to 1; he can close the stock market at any
time he pleases for a 30-day period; he can raise and lower
at his own will and in his own discretion the tariff 50 percent
on practically everything that is produced on the American
farm or in the American factory. Napoleon once said: “Give
me control of the purse strings of the nation and you can
have all its armies.” Roosevelt has both.

I say to you that a supine and subservient Congress has
cowardly turned over to the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment control over the pursestrings of this Nation. When
this original act was passed, afterward upheld by a 5 to 4
decision of the Supreme Court of the United States, it
amounted in my judgment to confiscation of private prop-
erty and repudiation of a national obligation. We have not
yet gotten over, nor will we in this generation, the evil effects
of this violation of the scancity of contract. Individuals
have been tempted to follow the ignoble and lamentable
example set by a voracious government.

Let me remind you, Mr. Chairman, of a few sentences
spoken by Mr. Justice McReynolds in the dissenting opinion

-of the four Justices in the so-called Gold Clause case:

Can the Government, obliged as though a private person to
observe the terms of its contracts, destroy them by legislative
changes in the currency and by statutes forbidding one to hold
the thing which it has agreed to deliver? If an individual should
undertake to annul or lessen his obligation by secreting or manip-
ulating his assets with the intent to place them beyond the reach
of creditors, the attempt would be denounced as fraudulent,
wholly ineffective.

Counsel for the Government and rallway companies asserted
with emphasis that incalculable financial disaster would follow
refusal to uphold, as authorized by the Constitution, impairment
and repudiation of priwate obligations and public debts. Their
forecast is discredited by manifest exaggeration. But, whatever
may be the situation now confronting us, it is the outcome of
attempts to destroy lawful undertakings by legislative action, and
this we think the Court should disapprove in no uncertain terms.

Under the challenged statutes it is sald the United States have
realized profits amounting to $2,800,000,000. But this assumes
that gain may be generated by legislative fiat. To such counter-
feit profits there would be no limit; with each new debasement
of the dollar they would expand. Two billions might be bal-
looned indefinitely—to twenty, thirty, or what you will.

Loss of reputation for honorable dealing will bring us unending
humiliation; the impending legal and moral chaos is appalling.

In that never to be forgotten dissenting opinion it seems
to me the distinguished and able Justice proved himself to
be not only a true prophet but also one of the greatest men
who ever graced the bench of our highest tribunal. [Ap-
plause.]

One of the greatest deterrents to economic recovery in
this country and to a return of prosperity is a continuance
of the vast discretionary powers over monetary affairs that
this Congress cowardly surrendered to the Executive. [Ap-
plause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr, Chairman, I yield 2 additional
niinutes to the gentleman from Missouri.
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Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, time will not permit me to
point out many other excessive powers granted by Con-
gress to the President, but I wish to remind the Members
that over $15,000,000,000 have been handed over in blank-
check form by the Congress of the United States to Presi-
dent Roosevelt which he could spend at any tinie, in any
manner, and upon any kind of project he might deem fit.
During the past 6 years he has spent more money than all
his predecessors from George Washington to Woodrow Wil-
son; and if you continue these vast discretionary powers in
the hands of the President, regardless of whom he might
be, I say to you that you are going to forestall any recovery
and make absolutely impossible a return of prosperity. Take
back from the President the power of money manipulation
and he cannot continue to spend twice the revenues of our
Government.

No game is too tough for the American people to play as
long as they know the rules of the game, but when you have
an umpire changing the rules at every inning of the game and
running in opposite directions with the ball you do not know
where you are. [Applause.] No wonder the American peo-
ple are jittery. One of the best things this Congress could
do, and which the American people now demand, is that we
courageously take back unto ourselves our own prerogatives
and functions of government which we surrendered to the
Executive. The powers granted him under the cry of emer-
gency, which he promised to exercise temporarily, he is now
trying to make permanent. This bill was passed first in
1934 and later extended 1 year by Executive order. The bill
was then extended 2 additional years by Congress, until June
30, 1939, and now we are asked to extend this emergency
legislation until June 30, 1941; which means that for the
past 7 years under this New Deal, nearly its whole life, the
President has exercised this discretionary control. It seems
the emergency would never end and that the New Deal's life
is dependent upon it. If we would repeal the President’s
authority to issue currency up to $3,000,000,000, it would
relieve the American people of the fright of the instability
of their currency; if we would put an end to his authority
further to devalue the gold content of the dollar, we would
restore public confidence, because businessmen when they go
to bed at night do not know whether the next day the dollar
will be worth 59 cents, 50 cents, or 10 cents. It is this eloud
of uncertainty that retards recovery. As a student in Ger-
many I witnessed inflation. When I entered Germany you
could get 600 marks for $1. When I left you could get
5,000,000,000. When inflation once starts it is almost impos-
sible to stop. Complete financial collapse is the inevitable
end. Then follows social chaos and political revolution. If
we continue to spend as we have been, we, too, shall suffer the
same tragic fate. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, SOMERS of New York., Mr, Chairman, may I inquire
how the time stands?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York has 56
minutes remaining, the gentleman from Illinois 1 hour.

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20
minutes to the gentleman from Idaho [Mr, WHITE].

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, in fulfilling my
duties as a Congressman representing the people of one of
the great congressional districts of the West, it is my opinion
and my conviction that this is one of the most important
issues before the American people, the establishment of a
workable adequate monetary system. Every other issue that
comes before this Congress is subordinate to the question of
money.

The efforts we are making to find employment for the
10,000,000 who are out of work and the struggle we are
having to find a market for our surplus farm products is
all subordinate and related to the money question. That is
the principal issue and will continue to be our chief problem
until the Congress puts into operation a workable, adequate
money system. This question will continue to be the issue
before the American people and one that I think will be par-
amount in the next Presidential election. The action that
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is taken by this Congress in solving the money question will
have a great bearing on the outcome of the next Presidential
election.

The bill under consideration deals with the most important
problem facing the American people—plans to provide an
adequate volume of money with which to do business and
the stabilization of the international currency in relation to
foreign exchange in order to protect business and industry
in this country from destructive competition by disadvantage-
ous manipulation of foreign currency and international
exchange.

It is clearly apparent that to compete successfully with
countries that maintain huge funds for the manipulation of
international currencies, if our Government is to maintain a
parity of prices for exports in foreign markets, we must create
and use a similar financial weapon to protect our foreign
commerce. For this purpose we have created and used the
so-called stabilization fund. The Secretary of the Treasury,
in the hearings before the committee in charge of this legisla-
tion, has explained in detail the operation of the stabiliza-
tion fund in protecting foreign commerce and international
exchange with no loss to the Treasury and a tremendous
advantage to our foreign trade.

When we consider the present unsettled foreign situation
and the instability of the currencies and financial condition
of the countries with which we must compete for foreign
trade, it is apparent that we must provide the necessary safe-
guards against trade disadvantages, which would result from
further devaluation of foreign currencies, by continuing the
authority of the President to devalue our monetary unit—the
dollar—in terms of gold, should an emergency arise.

To illustrate the conditions that obtain in international
exchange I want to point out to the members of the com-
mittee the facts in reference to our foreign commerce. We
talk about the scarcity of money and international exchange.
The nations of the world as well as this country are forced
to resort to the primitive method of barter. We are now
endeavoring to dispose of our surplus farm commodities by
resorting to a primitive barter system, due to the shortage
of money and international exchange. We must exchange
goods in this cumbersome, clumsy, and primitive way of
doing business.

I quote from the United States News:

All over the world similar moves are being made.

_ Comtrolled trade and barter are taking the place of free exchange
and normal trade.

Upset markets and low raw material prices follow, as the area
of world trade on the old uncontrolled basis narrows, and as
nations strive desperately to become self-sufficient in order to be
prepared against the shortages in case of war.

Much of the world has been hopeful that recovery within the
United States would produce an increased demand for raw mate-
rials from American manufacturers and would lead to an im-
portant advance in prices. The British, especially, have been
counting on that development to help them solve their problem
of reviving export markets for British manufactured goods to the
raw-material countries,

But, to date, American industrial activity—although increased
sharply as compared with a year ago—has not led to the expected
increase in raw-material prices. This, in turn, leaves the world
trade problem as complicated as ever. It also is Increasing the
pressure from farmers and other groups for Government control
over prices and production,

If that does not prove that our system is not working
properly and that we must at least continue the present
monetary program to do any business at all, I would like to
know what further illustration you would want.

I want to read another thing. Here is a little note from
the New York Times: ;

BROKERS' LOANS DROP $32,000,000 IN WEEE

The Federal Reserve Board reported ay that last week’s
loans to brokers and dealers on sgecurities held hy report.ing mem-
ber banks in New York City totaled $579,000,000. The week ended
Wednesday, and the total represented a decrease of $32,000,000

when compared with the previous week.
Loans for the corresponding week a year ago totaled $503,000,000.

We are confronted on every side with a shortage of money.
Let us consider where some of the money is going, some of
this medium of exchange, this liquid capital, this thing we
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call cash that the banks demand in the settlement of accounts
and in settlement of commitments, the liquidation of our
promissory notes<

The officlal figures on shipments of United States currency to
Europe during March showed that net shipments out of this country
totaled about $23,000,000, or nearly $10,000,000 above the previous
high record established last September.

Just think, our currency is flowing out of the country at the
rate of $23,000,000 a month. How long can we stand that?
How long can business stand that, with the volume of Federal
Reserve notes, the money we must depend on to transact
business, decreasing daily?

Let me call attention to the statement put out by the
Treasury. In November 1938 there were in circulation Fed-
eral Reserve notes to the extent of $4,686,288,710. Now, let
us turn from November to January, and we find that there
was a large falling off or decrease in the amount of Federal
Reserve notes in circulation. In January there were $4,679,-
883,060, a decrease of $7,405,650 in 2 months.

What happened the next month? We find that on Febru-
ary 28 there were in circulation Federal Reserve notes to the
amount of $4,635,848,650, or a decrease in Federal Reserve
notes in circulation of $44,034,410 in 1 month.

If you think that the Federal Reserve Banking System is
functioning to supply a medium of exchange in the country,
just consider the figures that are presented by the Treasury
and the Federal Reserve bank with reference to what is hap-
pening to our money. No wonder we have hard times. No
wonder there are people unemployed. No wonder business is
not functioning in this country when there is a shortage of
money to do business with.

Our good friends on this side, the opponents of the silver
program and our Federal monetary policy, would make us be
entirely dependent on the Federal Reserve System, which
caused us in the past to establish an instrumentality, if you
please, the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, to draw on
the collective credit of the American people to finance busi-
ness. If the Federal Reserve bank is a good thing and is
functioning, why the R. F. C.? Why do we have to draw on
the credit of the American people by the sale of tax-exempt
bonds to finance husiness if we have a good banking system
in this country?

The authority of the President to increase the volume of
money by the purchase and use of silver in the national
currency has been used constructively and profitably by the
administration in increasing the volume of money in circu-
lation and promoting foreign trade in accepting silver in
exchange for our surplus commodities and at the same time
stimulating industry and mining in this country which re-
sulted in an increase in the tax revenues.

In opposition to the administration’s silver-purchase pro-
gram many misleading statements have been made and cir-
culated and as a result much confusion exists in the public
mind concerning the Government’s silver-purchase program.

Investigation discloses that it is the only monetary pro-
gram of the Treasury on which the Government is making a
profit. Domestically mined silver is purchased at 641 cents
an ounce and put into circulation as money in the form of
silver certificates—Ilegal tender currency—at $1.29 an ounce
on which the Government makes 100-percent profit, the silver
being paid for by silver certificates at no cost to the Govern-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I defy any opponent of the silver-purchase
program to refute the statement that the Treasury is making
a profit of 100 percent on the purchase of domestically
mined silver. It is not costing the Treasury anything. The
silver is paid for by silver certificates. It is amply secured.
It is the only redeemable currency we have and it is re-
deemable in silver dollars.

Mr. PATMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. I yield to the gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. As a matter of fact, however, these silver
certificates are not issued on the basis of $1.29. They are
issued on the basis of the actual amount paid for the silver.
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Mr. WHITE of Idaho. They are issued on the basis of
$1.29. But they are supported by twice as much silver as
there is volume of silver, and are issued only up to the cost
of the silver,

Mr. PATMAN. I am seeking information. I think the
gentleman is mistaken that they are issued on the basis of
$1.29. I think if they were issued on the basis of $1.29
we could issue a billion dollars more.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. You could issue a billion dollars
more in silver certificates because there is the additional
silver bullion behind the present outstanding issue of silver
certificates.

Mr. Chairman, do not overloock the world price of silver,
and the fact that at 43 cents an ounce the Government
makes a profit of 200 percent by putting the silver in circula-
tion at $1.29. This silver-purchase program is the only
operation of the Treasury on which the Federal Government
is making a profit.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITE of Idaho.
Minnesota.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The gentleman has indi-
cated many times that he is not exactly satisfied with the
present monetary program. I am quite in sympathy with
the domestic silver producers. How much does the gentle-
man believe the domestic producers should be paid for their
silver in order to make their operations profitable at cost
of production plus a fair profit?

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. We know that if silver were bought
at a dollar an ounce as it was under the Bland-Allison Act
the price would make a fairer return to the mining industry
and would be a great stimulus to business as well as a great
source of taxable income to the Feederal Government.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. But the present price of 64
cents is too low and below the cost of production?

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. It is too low. In many cases it is
below the cost of production and forces the Government to
spend money for relief.

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr, WHITE of Idaho.
Arizona.

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. The gentleman from Minne-
sota asked me that same question 2 days ago, and I was
unable to say what the cost of production of silver has been.
However, I do have it authoritatively stated that for the
last 445 years the average market price of silver has been
92 cents per ounce. However, that is not quite an answer
to the gentleman’s question.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. I want to complete my statement,
and then I will yield.

The purchase of domestically mined silver stimulates our
mining industry, as most silver is a byproduct of ores con-
taining other metals, and increases business in the mining
communities, which stimulates business throughout the
country.

In addition to this, there is a direct benefit to the Gov-
ernment in increased tax revenues. I refer to the annual
report of the Sunshine Mining Co., of Kellogg, Idaho, located
in the district I have the honor to represent. In its last an-
nual report the company indicates the production of 11,352,-
986 ounces of silver and reports taxes of all kinds of 10.35
cents per ounce on silver produced. Every ounce of that
silver that was produced from one of the most phenomenal
mines in the United States contributed 10 cents in the form
of taxation to some agency of government.

Mr. PATRICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, WHITE of Idaho. I yield to the gentleman from Ala-
bama.

Mr. PATRICK. This program went into effect in 1934?

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. I believe it did.

Mr. PATRICK. What effect did it have on the marketing
of silver, say, within the next 6 months after it went into
effect?

I yield to the gentleman from

I yield to the gentleman from
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Mr. WHITE of Idaho. It was a great benefit. The mines
that could mine silver profitably went to work and put people
to work and bought supplies and bought machinery, and this
affected the prosperity of the whole country.

Mr. PATRICK. How does it affect the country today, ap-
parently, as best it can be estimated?

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. It is benefiting the country and
would benefit it more if we had a better price for silver?

To continue my statement: Besides this we should take
into consideration other taxes that are paid on the incomes
of the people engaged in mining and firms that supply the
mining industry.

By referring to the annual report of another large com-
pany in my district, the Hecla, of Wallace, Idaho, we find that
this company last year paid $135,461 in taxes and employed
465 men and their total tax bill amounted to $266 for every
man employed.

Turning to a report of a new mining company which has
just gone into production, we find that this company, the
Polaris Mining Co., of Wallace, Idaho, paid a tax bill of $706
for every man employed by this company.

Much has been said about a subsidy to the silver mining
industry. These figures show the immense benefit that the
Government is receiving directly in the payment of taxes
from the operation of this industry to say nothing of the
indirect benefits received from business and other sources
of taxation.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. WHITE cf Idaho. Briefly, as I want to finish this
statement.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The gentleman is making a
very interesting statement, but I have not yet found in what
the gentleman or anyone else has said anything to convince
me that the silver industry or the purchase of domestic silver
is dependent on the passage of this bill. Will the gentleman
give me his opinion on that?

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. I have not gone into the details of
the act but I am told that it is. The Silver Purchase Act
affects the purchase of foreign silver but does not permit the
President to increase the price of domestic silver by procla-
mation.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. The gentleman is referring
to the Silver Purchase Act of 1934.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. WHITE of Idaho.
Utah.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. Is it not a fact that every
ounce of domestic silver that has been purchased since this
administration came into power has been purchased under
this act, and that every ounce of silver purchased from
abroad has been purchased under the Silver Purchase Act?

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. That is the fact, as I understand
the operation of the law.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Does the gentleman also
know, however, that the Silver Purchase Act specifically au-
thorizes and directs the Secretary of the Treasury to
purchase silver at home or abroad until the silver stocks in
this country have reached the point at which they are one-
fourth of the monetary gold stock?

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. I do not want to go into details
on that, but I understand that if the President were to set a
higher price for domestic silver he would do it under the
authority of this bill.

Now we come to the most important feature of the use
of silver in our currency system, which is the immense saving
to business and to all the American people by the elimina-
tion of interest as the cost of keeping this money in circula-
tion. Silver certificates—legal-tender currency—redeemable
in silver dollars, are issued by the Treasury in paying the
running expenses of the Government and flow into the chan-
nels of trade and business, interest free, to the extent that
this form of currency circulates it relieves business of the
interest charge on the equivalent in interest-bearing eligible
paper which is required to support the creation and circula-

I yield to the gentleman from
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tion of Federal Reserve notes—the bulk of the legal-tender
currency in circulation—and on which business must depend
for cash with which to finance this transaction.

I have just talked with the Treasury Department and I find
that last year there was over $1,000,000,000 in Federal Re-
serve notes retired, macerated, destroyed, and put out of cir-
culation; and that business is entirely dependent upon the
banker approving an application for a loan and making a
loan for the reissuance of this money into circulation, and
that is the way our money is controlled, and that is one of
the reasons we are short of money today, and the fact that
there is $1,500,000,000 or more of silver certificates in ecircula-
tion is a stabilizing influence on business today.

Mr, SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. I yield.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. My mind is open on this bill,
and did I understand the gentleman correctly to quote figures
indicating that there has been a reduction in the amount of
money in circulation in recent years?

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Will the genifleman on that side
yield me some time?

Mr. REED of Illinois. I can yield the gentleman 3 minutes.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin, Will the gentleman answer
that question?

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. What is the question?

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Did the gentleman indicate
that in recent years the amount of money in circulation has
been reduced in quantity?

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. By the Treasury statement we find
that Federal Reserve notes, which is the bulk of our cur-
rency, is being reduced at a rapid rate now.

By the last Treasury statement received this morning,
under date of April 14, we find there is $1,645,729,305 in
silver certificates outstanding. If we refire these silver cer-
tificates and replace them with Federal Reserve notes sup-
ported by eligible paper, drawing interest at 3 percent, we
find it would cost business and the American people $49,-
371,879.15 per year to keep this amount of money in circula~
tion. But we find that few business notes can be financed
at 3 percent. If we calculate the interest at 6 percent, then
the amount of interest money—hidden tax on business pay-
able to the banks—required to keep this volume of money
in circulation would be doubled, or $98,743,758.30 per year.

Now, with our country hopelessly in debt, with an annual
service charge on the public debt of over a billion and a half
dollars, which must be raised by taxation, and with the
shortage of currency in circulation so acute that business is
reduced to the necessity of resorting to barter and the great
Department of Agriculture and the Relief Administration
finding it necessary to use script in place of money, and our
Government considering a barter program to dispose of our
surplus commodities, will the most reactionary Republican
on this floor advocate the discontinuation of the Treasury’s
silver-purchase program and the retirement of the interest-
free silver certificates from our currency? These conserva-
tives have been vehement in their demands for economy and
the reduction of the tax on business, and now when their
motives are put to the test they would increase the stagger-
ing interest load under which business is struggling and
strike down the only monetary policy on which our Govern-
ment is receiving an income and making a profit. They
would destroy this substantial source of taxable income and
thereby increase the benefits to gold-producing countries.
By their program they would increase the interest income
of the banks by replacing silver certificates by Federal
Reserve notes.

Is there no limit to the interest load that these conserva-
tives would lay on the backs of the American people? Is there
no limit to the handicap these banking advocates would place
on business by destroying the only form of redeemable money
we have—cash that circulates interest free, which remains
permanently in existence available to meet the needs of busi-
ness in times of financial stress?

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the Members of this House
support this legislation and show by their approval of the
administration’s monetary program that they will not in-
crease the interest load on business and the backs of the
American people. [Applause.]

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr, Hawks] such time as he may
desire to use.

Mr. HAWKS. Mr. Chairman, as a result of the hearing
held before Administrator Andrews of the Wage-Hour Divi-
sion of the Department of Labor on April 3 and 4, at wkich
hearing I appeared in behalf of the canners of Wisconsin and
others interested in the subject, the Administrator issued on
April 19 a redefinition of the term “area of production” as
applied to agricultural labor in the fresh fruit and vegetable
industries to take the place of the former regulation issued
several months ago on this subject.

Apparently the minds have not met, for with the limitaticns
put upon the meaning of the term “area of production” in this
new regulation this does not meet the situation in any degree.

The Administrator says:

The amendment to the regulations just issued exempts employees
engaged in the canning, packing, and storing of fresh fruits and
vegetables who are employed in establishments situated in the open
country or in towns of less than 2,600 and which draw all their
products from within a radius of 10 miles.

It should not be overlooked, so far as this amended regula-
tion affects Wisconsin, that there is included within the aiea
of production term those who are empioyed in making cheese
or butter or other dairy produets. This regulation is of
importance to the dairy industry of our State not less than
to the canners and growers of fruits and vegetables.

It is quite apparent from this new ruling that the Adminis-
trator has no intention of exempting agricultural products
under the law, and by this latest ruling the farmer can expect
little or no heip. On the contrary, he is quite likely to experi-
ence further declines in market prices for his products. Laws
and interpretation of laws of this character can only add o
the despair of the dairy farmer, the fruit and vegetable pro-
ducer, the canner, packer, processor, and all the related
industries.

The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. BarpEn], who is a
member of the House Labor Committee, is makir 3 a supreme
effort to secure the passage of an amendment to the wage-
hour law which will exempt all agricultural labor from the
application of wage and hour regulations, and he will have
wide support in such effort. [Applause.l

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr, Chairman, I make the
point of order there is not a quorum present.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. McCormAck). The Chair will
count. [After counting.] One hundred and three Members
are present, a quorum.

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I yield 25 minutes
to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr, Avcusr H. AN-
DRESEN].

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, if I were
to inform the membership of this House that within the next
2 hours 50 percent of their money would be taken away from
them, if they were not on the floor to lock up their pocket-
books, they would probably be here this afternoon. But
today, by the passage of this bill, the United States Govern-
ment is taking money away from the American people, and
I therefore propose to discuss some of the features of this
bill, which I believe is the most important legislation now
before the Congress.

The gentleman from Idaho, who just preceded me, has
given the best argument for the repeal of the discretionary
powers in the hands of the President. He stated that the
circulation of money has been decreased in the United States
and that we must have more money if we are to restore the
purchasing power of the American people and get business,
industry, and agriculture going again.

The very purpose of the bill, when it was passed in 1934,
was to stimulate price levels in this country in order that
the people might have more money and greater purchasing
power. If our circulation has decreased under 5 years of
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Presidential discretion, it is high time that the Congress
itself examine into what this legislation has done to the
American people and then get down to business and pass real
monetary legislation that will be helpful to the citizens of
this country.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am sorry I cannof yield.

Section 8, of article I of the Constitution, provides that the
Congress shall have power to coin money, regulate the value
thereof, and of foreign coin and to fix a standard of weights
and measures in this country. This power to regulate the
value of money under the Constitution is vested solely in
the Congress. This power cannot be delegated to the Presi-
dent, to the Federal Reserve System, to any monetary group,
or to any set of individuals.

It belongs to Congress. This power is now largely in the
hands of the President, according to the authority of Gold
Reserve Act, passed in 1934. The power expires on June 30
of this year. This legislation seeks to continue the power
which constitutionally belongs to Congress, in the hands of
the President.

I say to you as a Representative in this House that the
power should be restored to Congress so that we may func-
tion as the Constitution originally intended.

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am sorry. I cannot
yield at this point.

Now, we should examine really who makes the request for
a continuation of this power in the President of the United
States. Let us find out who wants it. Of course the Presi-
dent himself wants this power continued because he states,
as does his Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Morgenthau, that
we are still in a state of emergency in the United States.
History will record that President Roosevelt has kept this
country in 6 years or more of perpetual emergency, and that
we will never emerge from that emergency until the Con-
gress gets back its proper legislative functions.

In addition to the President and the Secretary of the
Treasury, we find that the international bankers want this
bill passed. They want this power continued in the Presi-
dent because they are making money in dealing in foreign
exchange and in the manipulations of currency, and if the
Ppower is not retained in the President, then they will not
be able to make the money they have under these transac-
tions during the past 5 years.

Of course, foreign gold speculators all have petitioned the
Congress of the United States to continue this power be-
cause they are getting $35 an ounce for all of the gold that
they can dig and all that they can sell to the United States.
It all comes here, because the Secretary of the Treasury of
the United States, through the order of the President, fixes
and maintains the world price for gold and silver.

Since January 1, 1934, more than $8,000,000,000 of forelgn
gold have been shipped into this country. A large part of
that gold has come through England, because England main-
tains a free and open gold market. That is where our Rus-
sian gold has come from, The Russians and some of these
other countries bring their gold to London and the Bank of
England sends it here to Morgenthau and the Treasury, and
he pays them $35 an ounce for it. In Russia under the new
process they have developed for the production of gold, we
find they can produce it at $8 or $10 an ounce. We pay
them $35 an ounce. Of course, it is profitable for them to
produce this gold and sell it to us, as it is profitable for
every other foreign gold-mine owner in the world to pro-
duce gold at a cost of from $8 to $20 an ounce and sell it to
us for $35 an ounce.

But foreign gold speculators and silver-mine owners are
not the only ones who want to have this act continued.
The foreign brokers want it continued because they deal for
the foreign investors, and when the foreign investors get a
premium on the gold from the United States Treasury, they
can send more of their money here and take more of their
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dollar exchange to buy American securities, and the foreign
brokers make more commissions out of it.

Then we have some American brokers, dealing particu-
larly as agents for foreign investors, who also favor a contin-
uation of this policy.

Then we find that all foreign nations are in favor of a
continuation of this policy, because Uncle Sam has acted as
“Uncle Santa Claus” for all of those foreign nations during
the past 5 years, and on gold alone has paid the foreign gold-
mine owner and the foreign nations and foreign gold specu-
lators more than $3,500,000,000 in gold subsidy or gifts
from the American people. Why should they not want to
continue it?

Mr, WHITE of Idaho.
yield for a question?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am sorry. I cannot yield
at this time.

So, it is only reasonable to suppose that all of those people
want a continuation of this policy. They have requested
it. We have had men before our Committee on Coinage
who represented these foreign investors and they say they
want this program continued so that they can continue to
sell us gold at $35 an ounce and continue to sell us silver
at the world price today, which is also fixed by the Treasury
at 43 to 45 cents an ounce.

Now, what benefits do we get out of this monetary pro-
gram? The purpose of the program, to start with, was
purely theoretical. When the President sent his message fo
Congress on January 15, 1934, he stated in the first sentence:

In conformity with the progress we are making in restoring
a fajrer price level, and with our purpose of arriving eventually at

8 less variable purchasing power for the dollar, I ask Congress
for certain additional legislation.

That was the Gold Reserve Act of 1934. When the Com-
mittee on Coinage made its report, and in the debate in the
House in 1934 when the gold reserve bill was considered, the
theme song all the way through was that “if Congress will
pass this bill, which will pay the foreigners a subsidy for
their gold and silver, we will stimulate exports in this
country; we will raise the price level on farm products,
manufactured products, and other commodities, and we will
bring about recovery for agriculture and business in the
United States.”

I quote from the report of the Committee on Coinage.

On page 2 of the report we find the following:

This bill is designed to enable the administration to restore a
fairer price level, to arrive eventually at a less variable dollar, and
to improve our financial and monetary system. The import of
this may be appraised in the realization that all authorities seem
to agree that the salvation of the country lies in our ability to
control our price level. All commodities are measured in gold,

henil; the first step in our control must be the acquisition of gold

I quote further:

The upward flight of the American dollar meant a correspondent
decline in commodity prices. The debtor was at a distinct dis-
advantage.

Further from the report:

If the gold dollar is revalued at 50 percent, this will be double
the statutory value of our monetary gold, and broaden the base
of our currency and credit system. * * *

This bill will not only lighten and make bearable our public and
private debt, but it will stimulate domestic and foreign trade by
permitting the dollar to seek a level that will more nearly approxi-
mate the purchasing power of foreign currencies.

It was anticipated that by increasing the price of gold 69
percent for foreign producers of gold and to domestically
mined gold, the price level of farm commodities would rise
69 percent, but it did not work out that way.

Some gentleman a little while ago mentioned something
about the wonderful effect this monetary policy has had
upon our price levels for agricultural products. I sold a
few bushels of wheat in December belonging to my father.
I received 37 cents a bushel for that wheat. You cannot say
that wheat at 37 cents a bushel was benefited particularly
by the monetary system or the promise to increase the price
69 percent. In other words, they promised restoration of

Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
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1926 price levels, and at the present time it takes 434 pounds
of butterfat to get one of these devalued dollars, 8 dozen
eges for one of these dollars, 814 pounds of poultry, 2 bushels
of wheat at Chicago for one of these dollars, 34 bushels
of rye, 5 bushels of barley, 5 bushels of oats, 234 bushels
of corn, and I just learned today that out in Towa and Min-
nesota corn is selling at 30 and 32 cents a bushel, so that
it would take 3 bushels of corn to get one of these de-
valued dollars. The price level on farm products has not
been aided in any manner by the monetary program. In
fact, it has worked in absolute reverse from the theory of
the New Deal monetary experts, because, instead of increas-
ing our exports of farm commodities, instead of raising the
price level to the farmers and producers, it stimulated im-
ports into the United States and drove down the price level
on farm and other commodities in this country, and con-
tinued the unemployment and relief problem as we have it
here in the United States.

My friend from Colorado [Mr. MarTin]l does not think
that we have enough money in circulation. Possibly if we
would add more money which could be put into the hands
of the people of the United States by getting a higher price
level for the commodities they have to sell, then we would
be accomplishing something really worth while. But let me
point out to you, if you were living out in the Middle West,
what you would have to pay for a $5 pair of shoes.

We will see how this monetary policy works for the people
in my section of the United States. It would take 24 pounds
of butterfat, 40 dozen eggs, 50 pounds of poultry, 62%
pounds of cotton, 10 bushels of wheat, or 14 bushels of corn
to buy a $5 pair of shoes. If a farmer owns 160 acres of
land and his taxes are $200, he would have to pay out 1,050
pounds of butterfat to pay his taxes. That would be the
production from five cows for a whole year. The cotton
farmer with a similar farm and a similar amount of taxes
would have to pay five bales of cotton, and most of the
tenants and sharecroppers raise less than three or four bales.
Or he would have to pay 400 bushels of wheat or 540 bushels
of corn or 1,000 bushels of oats.

In examining the merits of legislation, especially .after
we have tried it for 5 years, it seems to me that we should
get down to cases and find out if the legislation has done
us any good. If it has not done us any good, then it should
be either repealed or amended to make it effective for the
American people. The reason to me is quite obvious that
it has not worked out for the advantage of the American
people because instead of subsidizing our American people
through this monetary policy we have subsidized the foreign
gold speculators and other people in other countries of the
world. We have left the American people out on a limb
today to shift for themselves and pay the bill for the merry
joy ride of the Treasury in its desire to give away our
American market and American money to foreign producers.

We have noted for the last 3 or 4 years how much recovery

there has been in other countries of the world as compared.

to the continued emergency and distress situation in the
United States. Is it to be wondered at, when we have pur-
chased nearly $10,000,000,000 of gold and silver from the
other countries of the world and paid them large subsidies
upon it, that they have prospered at our expense? We are
left to pay the fiddler and to pay the debt.

About a week ago I spoke of an amendment I propose to
offer in connection with this bill. I hope you have read my
remarks and read the amendment. On that day I estimated
that we had $15,500,000,000 worth of gold in the Treasury.

I find that I made a slight mistake. I was off about
$70,000,000 on my estimate, but today I see that it is con-
siderably over $15,500,000,000. Six billion eight hundred
million dollars of that gold represents gold owned by the
United States as of 1934, a part of which was the gold that
was taken away from the American people at $20.67 an
ounce. More than $8,000,000,000 of it represents purchases
of gold from foreign countries at $35 an ounce.

Secretary Morgenthau has expressed great alarm, and I
thoroughly agree in his alarm, when I think of all this gold
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and silver that is coming into this country and what will
happen when we get all of the world’s supply of gold, an
event which will possibly come within the next 18 months.
Instead of being able to export our commodities we must,
Secretary Morgenthau states, let down our bars and let im-
ports come into this country in excess of exports and
distribute that gold to the people in the other countries of
the world by paying gold for the increased imports they
send into the United States. I do not know how the wheat
farmers out in Oregon, in North Dakota, and down in Kan-
sas and Montana will feel about this proposition when we
start paying out the gold that we have purchased at $35
an ounce for the wheat of other countries.

The most pathetic picture that we have under this policy
is that of the poor cotton farmer who has not only been
ruined but has been put out of business by the fantastic
New Deal experiments—not only in money but in other
experiments that have destroyed him in his natural and
economic place in our American life. In 1933 we exported
8,000,000 bales of cotton. This had been our average for the
10 years prior to that time. Since that time -under this
monetary policy which was to aid the farmers in disposing
of their cotton we find that our exports have continually
dwindled. Just for the month of March our exports were
41 percent lower than they were for the same month last
year. Exports not only of cotton but also of all other farm
commodities are continuing to decrease. This year it is
estimated that our cotton exports will be around 3,000,000
bales instead of 8,000,000 bales as it was in 1933. What
would have been the case with wheat no one can tell if it
had not been for the subsidy of around 25 or 28 cents a
bushel that was paid to get the western wheat out of the
United States.

I want to help revive our export market for our surplus
farm commodities, but we cannot do it under this type of
legislation wherein the foreigners send in their gold and
silver to the United States, put the money they receive for it
in our American banks or in American securities, instead of
buying farm and manufactured products. At the present
time there is a dollar exchange balance due to foreigners in
this country of approximately $7,000,000,000 that they might
have spent for the farm and manufactured products pro-
duced by the people of the United States.

In the amendment that I shall offer when the bill is up
for reading I propose to earmark the subsidy that we pay on
foreign gold—$14.33 an ounce—and compel the foreign spec-
ulators and foreign sellers of gold, when they bring their
gold into the United States Treasury, to have that subsidy
earmarked and to compel them to spend it for farm and manu-
factured products in the United States. If they do not do
so they will get $20.67 an ounce for it instead of $35. This
would be the same treatment that every American citizen
gets who does not own a gold mine here in this country.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The gentleman is making a
very thoughtful approach to the problem, but I personally
have fear that the present purchase of domestic products
as the equivalent of that subsidy may not be a complete
solution, although I confess that I have not studied the plan
fully. I am wondering what the gentleman would think of
a proposition to permit American citizens to exchange United
States currency for gold now held by the Treasury whenever
that gold would be used to purchase foreign-held securities
of domestic corporations in order that we might again regain
control of domestic corporations in this country and have
a state of independence so far as foreign disruption of our
securities market is concerned?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I have not gone into the
gentleman’s proposition sufficiently to express an opinion,
but it might be a step in the right direction. The securities
market has been going down since the middle of March
1937. We find that the impetus back of the decline of the
securities market is foreign selling of American securities.
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. And threatens to be very se-
vere as long as the war scare exists.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Decidedly so.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr, Chairman, I yield my-
self 3 additional minutes.

Mr. CRAWFORD and Mr. WHITE of Idaho rose.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield and, if so, to
whom?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am sorry; I did not know
the time was going so fast. I am afraid I shall need all
the time myself.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota de-
clines to yield.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The greatest danger I see
in the large gold holdings is the possibility of the most dis-
astrous credit inflation this or any other country has ever seen.
Possibly some want this type of inflation, but I am not ready
to have either a disastrous inflation or a repudiation here
in the United States. The interest of the American people,
and our jop as Representatives, requires that we try to pro-
tect our people in the security of their property and the
rights they now have rather than to be instrumentalities in
destroying their equity, whether they be on a farm or whether
they be in labor, business, or profession; that is our job here
in the Congress of the United States. The potential possi-
bility for credit inflation if this legislation is continued—or
possibly otherwise—is very disastrous. The possibility in
connection with the return of this gold to the other nations
in the world is still more disastrous because here in the
United States if we are to maintain any semblance of the
American standard of living we cannot compete with the
cheaply produced products of the other countries of the
world. [Applause.]

We cannot afford to lend this gold to other countries of
the world, as some will propose shortly, because when we give
other countries in the world the gold that we now have and
for which we paid $35 an ounce, we will find that the I O U’s
that we receive from them will be just about as worthless as
the $12,000,000,000 worth of I O U’s we have held for the
past 20 years. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I want to say a word about the amendment
which I propose to offer, and I yield myself 2 additional
minutes.

So long as we continue to buy foreign gold I propose that
we compel these foreigners to spend their subsidy or their
gift for American farm and manufactured products. What
could be fairer? In other words, I want to make a practical
proposition out of the theory advocated in 1934 by the New
Deal monetary experts so as to make it workable. I am not
in favor of burying all the gold in the world down in Een-
tucky. I want it to work for the American people. Let us
make it work, and we can do that in this Congress. That
is our responsibility. If we delegate this power further to
the President or to any other agency, we are shirking our
duty and there is no man worthy of a seat in Congress if he
delegates away from this body the constitutional power which
belongs solely to the Members of this House. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, this is not a political matter. I do not
understand why anyone on either side of the aisle should
attempt to make political capital out of it. We are facing a
realistic situation and I hope we will have the fortitude and
the courage to go forward and vote our convictions on this
matter, which is the most important matter the Congress has
considered in many years; so that we may restore purchasing
power to the American people, raise the price level as origi-
nally proposed for the farmers, laboring men, and industry in
this country, restore business, put the unemployed back to
work, and get America going again along an American path-
way, free from foreign entanglements, sustaining our Ameri-
can standard of living and bringing to all of us the respect
and honor to which a Representative in Congress is entitled
not only from his own people but from the entire world.
[Applause.]

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN] 7 minutes,
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Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, it will be noticed that run-
ning through all the debate in opposition to this bill there
is no sympathy whatsoever expressed by these critics for
using this gold for the issuance of currency or for increasing
the circulating medium and raising commodity prices to the
American farmer.

What is behind this opposition I am not prepared to say,
but I do know this is the only hope we have for a reasonably
controlled expansion that will restore prosperity to the
American people, and especially to the American farmers
within the next 2 years. I know from what I have seen in
the last several years that the Congress itself is not going
to exercise this power, and until the power is exercised we
are not going to have a return of prosperity.

I hear gentlemen complaining about the price paid for
this gold, but they never advocate putting this gold to work.
The only way it can be put to work is through the channel
of a circulating medium that will raise commodity prices
to the American people.

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANpRESEN] bewailed
the fact that the cotton farmers and the wheat farmers
were gnawing on the corncob of depression. They did the
same thing during the Hoover administration. It is not
because of this gold policy. It is because of a tariff policy
which the gentleman from Minnesota has always supported
and which has wrecked our economic structure, killed our
foreign trade, and driven our farmers into bankruptey.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Will the gentleman yield
for a correction?

Mr, RANKIN, Just for a question.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I was one of the few men
on this side who voted against the last tariff act because
I did not think it was fair.

Mr. RANKIN. That shows the gentleman at least had
one moment in which he responded to the call of humanity.
I congratulate him, and hope he will have many more of
them in the months to come.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am sorry I did so now.

Mr., RANKIN. Then I must withdraw my congratula-
tions.

The gentleman from Minnesota also bewails the fact that
we paid so much for this gold. I remember back yonder
during the “prosperous,” boom days of the Harding-Coolidge-
Hoover regime when this Congress voted to give the Euro-
pean powers $6,000,000,000 in what they called the debt-
refunding bill in order to encourage foreign markets. Your
foreign markets are gone. They are “gone with the wind”
until we readjust our international trade by breaking down
tariff barriers so as to enable us to trade with other countries.

Mr. Chairman, I think I know what is behind this oppo-
sition. I saw what was done in 1920, and they think they
can do it again; that is, take away from the President of
the United States the power to expand the currency and
restore prosperity. They want to repeat the old catastrophe
of 1920 because they know the men in charge of the Fed-
eral Reserve System are in sympathy with the big interests
of this country and that they do not want the farmers of
the Nation to prosper; they are interested in the money
changers and stock manipulators.

I saw what they did in 1920. W. P. G. Harding was head
of the Federal Reserve System at that time. He had a con-
ference with your candidate for President on the Republican
ticket and other Republican leaders, and what did they do?
When our crops were in the field they contracted the cur-
rency by raising the rediscount rate and calling loans until
they drove the price of wheat, corn, cotton, hogs, and other
farm commodities down below the cost of production in
order to depress and disturb the American people and espe-
cially the American farmers and drive them from the party
in power, under the glorious pretense that they were going
to restore prosperity, if the people would only change ad-
ministrations. They won by a landslide and then proceeded
to wreck the country.

I.regret the President has not used the power given him
to expand the currency and restore prosperity. I regret he
bas not issued this currency. I hope he does it right away.




1939

But if you take away from him this power it will shut the
door of hope in the face of the American people, and espe-
cially the American farmer, so far as any appreciable recov-
ery is concerned in the mext few months, or the next 2
years, because such a recovery depends on two things, re-
establishment of our international trade by breaking down
tariff barriers, and expanding the cuwrrency to raise the
price of farm commodities in proportion to the American
dollar.

Mr. BECCOMBE and Mr. VOORHIS of California rose.

Mr. RANKIN. I decline to yield. I have only 7 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, they tell you that we are likely to burst into
a wild and uncontrolled inflation. This law does not pro-
vide for anything of the kind. One Member the other day
said the fact was that the President would have the power to
issue five or six or seven billion dollars in currency if this
law passed. Why not? That is not uncontrolled inflation.
The inflation or the expansion that he can bring about as the
result of this law is controlled, but it would mean that a
reasonable amount would be put into circulation in such a
way that the Federal Reserve System, which I contend is con-
trolled by selfish financial interests, could not take it out
of circulation and bring on another depression.

This new money, put into circulation, would raise the
prices of farm commodities to their normal levels and enable
the farmers of this country to live and pay their debts and
buy the goods they must have. You men from the manufac-
turing centers are never going to put your people back to
work until the prosperity of the American farmer is restored,
and you cannot restore prosperity to the American farmer-by
crucifying him upon a cross of gold and by resisting every
effort, every possible effort, if you please, to put on a reason-
able controlled expansion that will restore his prosperity.

You talk about your wheat farmers and what great harm
it would do them to break down the tariff walls. That is
ridiculous. If any men have ever been bunked as well as
robbed by the tariff, they have been the wheat farmers of
the United States. The tariff simply robs the farmers for the
benefit of certain manufacturers. It places upon the farmer
an indirect tax that simply grinds him into the dust.
[{Applause.]

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Nevada [Mr. ScruGHAMI.

Mr. SCRUGHAM. Mr. Chairman, a portion of the argu-
ment on the retention of this act has been devoted to show-
ing its damage to the farmers. Although it has already been
placed in the Recorp, for the purpose of emphasis I read from
a letter received from the American Farm Bureau Federation
and sent to all Members of Congress:

We respectfully urge your support of the continuance of the

power to revalue our dollar in order to protect our currency and to
safeguard our exports and our domestic markets. This is a matter

of vital importance to 30,000,000 farm people.
Falilure to act now would #e calamitous.

Those of you who are interested can read the entire letter
in the Recorp, but I shall read only a few of the most impor-
tant parts of the letter:

Practically every important nation of the world has abandoned
the fixed gold standard. The executive branch of practically every
nation of the world has been given the power to depreciate its cur-
rency if it so wishes and to do so without public discussion and
debate. In the world today, when currencies of competitor nations
are in a state of constant flux, itwuldbeuuctdaltotleﬂmhanda
of our Government and prevent it from adjusting our currency in
such a way as to protect our export markets and prevent foreign
produce from being dumped into our domestic market.

Farmers who must exchange their commodities for dollars suffer
the most from a fixed gold dollar. For example, in 1929 a farmer
could exchange less than 1 bushel of wheat for a dollar, but in
1932 the farmer had to exchange 3 bushels of wheat for our gold
dollar with its fixed value. Likewise, the cotton farmer who bor-
rowed $100 in 1929 borrowed the equivalent of 1% bales of cotton,
but if he had to pay back this debt in 1932 he had to pay back the
equivalent of 4 bales of cotton.

My argument is based on the following points:

The existing act was necessitated by reason of the dis-
tressing financial conditions which were caused by the mone-
tary policies of the Hoover and previous administrations.
A return to these policies is what is now being earnestly
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advocated by the opposition speakers. By curious coincidence
they have the aggressive support of practically all of the
bullion speculators and money manipulators of the country,
who are alleged to be beneficiaries of the Stabilization Act.

If one cannot make a profit on his business, there will be
no income from it. We cannot increase income without
inereasing profits, or at least assuring some profits to the
producers of commodities and for those engaged in industry.

Private capital will not invest, no matter what the taxes
are, during a deflation or threat of deflation. It always in-
vests during inflation or on the hope of a rising market,
We can understand, of course, that the five or six billion
dollars we might spend of the Government’s borrowed money
will be only a drop in the bucket if private industry did not
join in with its capital and its money. To stimulate invest-
ment of private capital a more aggressive policy of reflation
must be followed.

Congress certainly should have some control over our
monetary agents in this country. It would seem that we
should have some control over the Federal Reserve Board,
and some control over the Treasury Department. If we have
not, we should have. In my opinion it is perfectly evident
that the Federal Reserve Board, in connection with the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, in the latter part of 1936 and the
early part of 1937 caused the recession of 1938, as it is called,
and did it deliberately on the advice of banking interests of
the country.

In the latter part of 1936 and the early part of 1937 com-
modity prices in this country had reached nearly the parity
of 1926. As a matter of fact, farm commodity prices had
reached 96, as compared with a hundred in 1926, and the
wchasinsmwerofthedonarmdownwmlonmeme

Onmgeao!therderaIReservereport made in 1937, it is
stated:

The increase in durable-goods production reflected purchases of
equipment both by industry and by individuals, as well as further
expansion in construction. There was a general rise in employment,
and income in both urban and rural areas was considerably larger
than in other recent years. Capital values increased during the
year, and in the latter part of the year there was a general advance
in commodity prices. Total national income rose to $63,800,000,000
for the year, as compared with $55,000,000,000 in 1935 and a low of
$30,500,000,000 in 1932.

The culmination of the Hoover administration.

During 1936, however, business drew upon the banks and upon
investors’ funds to a considerably larger degree. Commercial loans
to bank customers, after 3 years of little change, increased by
$1,000,000,000; and securities issued by corporations to obtain new
capital (as distinct from refunding issues) amounted to £1,200,-
000,000, or more than the aggregate for the previous 4
combined.

At the opening of 1937 economic activity was increasing rapidly.
The output of mines and factories, after a steady rise for 2 years,
had reached the average level of 1829. Increased activity was mani-
fested both in the industries producing goods for immediate con-
sumption and in those producing durable goods. Capital expendi-
tures by manufacturing industries were increasing rapidly, in line
with output and profits. There was some revival in residential con~
struction, which had dwindled to a very low level during the de-
pression and was far from normal. Employment was expanding
and wage payments were rising even more rapidly as the result
both of reduction of part-time employment and of increases in
hourly wage rates. Increased farm income, a largess of dividend dis-
bursements, and larger wage payments resulted in an increase in
retail and wholesale distributions. Prices of securities were of the
highest level since the early part of the depression: Yields on bonds,

both Government and corporate, had reached exceptionally low
leve!s and ca.plt.al issues of corporations were in the largest volume
of the recovery years. Many commodity prices were rising mpldly
Advances were partlcularly pronounced in agricultural and other
raw materials; of finished goods were also rieing. Increased
domestic demand, together with a considerable volume of foreign
demand, contributed to the advance.

A wave of buying was in progress.

Relative to bank loans and the expansion of deposit cur-
rency, the Federal Reserve Board reports as follows in 1937,
from page 2:

The total volume of bank deposits and currency continued to
grow and at the beginning of 1937 was at the highest level in the
country’s history. Bank loans to trade and industry had increased
considerably and were growing. New York City banks were redue-

ing their holdings of Government securities, but total investments
of banks bad changed little in the last half of 1836.
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This is from the 1937 report of the Federal Reserve Board.
Let me make it clear that the Federal Reserve Board cannot
control the credit of this country, because a depositor in a
bank will not use his money to buy anything so long as he
thinks there is a deflationary movement underway and prices
are going down. A bank for the same reason will not lend
money so long as it believes there is a deflationary movement
and prices are going down. Let the depositor think that
prices are going up and he will buy, and the bank will join
him in lending. The Federal Board has no control over the
bank’s credit. It has control over the currency in this coun-
try. Every time the suggestion is made that the Govern-
ment use its function in issuing currency, instead of selling
interest-bearing bonds to pay expenses of operation, business
and banking institutions have been taught to be afraid, and
they are afraid that something will happen to our currency
similar to what once happened to the German mark.
Therefore, the Federal Reserve Board apparently does not
know what to do. It will say that there is just as much cur-
rency in this country now as there was in 1929. That is
true. But where is it? In 1929 it was in the hands of the
people. At the present time it is hoarded by the banks on
one hand and hoarded by the depositors on the other.

The deposits at the present time are hoarded. It would
make no difference if there were $20,000,000,000 in currency
registered in the Treasury reports as being in circulation,
which would simply mean that it was outside the Treasury,
if all of it were hoarded in banks, or both by the banks and
by the depositors. There is no doubt that when the Thomas
silver amendment to the agriculture bill was agreed to, au-
thorizing the United States Treasury to issue and spend
$3,000,000,000 in Treasury notes, it had an inflationary ef-
fect. Why? Because, as a leading banker said, there had
never before been such an inflationary movement in this
country. In addition, it provided another $3,000,000,000,
which the Government might use to take up its current ac-
counts. That made a total of $6,000,000,000. It was Mr.
Warburg who suggested that if such a bill was passed, every-
one who had a deposit would run out and buy something
solid—buy commodities and real estate—and there would be
the greatest inflation in commodity values that the United
States ever saw.

I greatly regret that practically none of that power has
ever been utilized by the President of the United States. He
did not utilize the authorized $3,000,000,000 increase in cur-
rency. And to make matters worse, as the inflation period
was coming, and the course of prosperity and commodity
prices moved up to July 1933, the Treasury Department, ad-
vised by bankers of the country, again became frightened
of a boom, and deliberately issued a statement that there
would be no inflation, and then prices dropped.

We have six-billions-and-some-odd dollars in currency
available in this country. Three-fourths of it at this time
is hoarded or unissued. We also have the privilege, if we
want to do so, of issuing $750,000,000 of actual gold currency.
Unfortunately, that is all the gold of the $15,000,000,000 we
have in the country, that is unallocated. We have the power
today to issue $3,000,000,000 in silver currency. That total
would not nearly make the actual minimum we should have.
The Federal Reserve Board can retire Federal Reserve notes.
So the Federal Reserve Board has absolute power over cur-
rency inflation and deflation. Under their policies, there
certainly is no danger of currency infiation. But why not re-
flation? It is of interest to quote from the recent hearing
before the Special Committee of the Senate upon the silver
investigation:

The chairman [Mr, PitTTman] asks:

What do you call “currency inflation?”
flation.” I have heard the expression used quite a lot.
like to know distinctly what it is.

Mr. Eccles, Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, an-
swered: :

To me it would mean where the supply of money in bank deposits
and currency, in the hands of those that spend that money, is

greater than a country’s ability to produce the goods for the mar-
ket. It would be a condition of overemployment, a condition of

Describe “currency in-
I would
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inability to produce the goods, so that the supply of money in the
hands of those who spend it is in excess of a country’s abllity to
supply the demands.

The CHAIRMAN. What would be the effect, then?

Mr. Eccres. The effect would be the rapidly rising price level.
It would be a diminution of the purchasing power of the dollar.

We cannot escape the conclusion that inflation, or rather
reflation to the 1926 level, was in full swing in 1937. The
authorization for control had been granted by Congress to
the Federal Reserve Board.

This is what the Federal Reserve Board did about it,
working with the Treasury Department. On page 2 of the
1937 report we find the following:

The rate of advance in business activity was, in fact, so fast
that there were evidences of unsound developments.

There is the whole secret. There were evidences of un-
sound development. Prosperity was moving forward too
rapidly to suit them, and there was threat of a boom. Yet
there were 8,000,000 unemployed in this country at the time
of that so-called threat of a boom. I read further:

There was a large increase In forward orders in anticipation of
further price and wage increases, together with uncertainties re-
garding deliveries, partly due to labor disputes, and shortages were
developing in plant and equipment and in some classes of skilled
labor. Notwithstanding the fact that recovery was far from com-
plete and that there was still a large amount of unemployment,
boom conditions were developing in particular industries and
boom psychology began to be manifested.

Then what happened? On page 1 of the report of 1937
we find that the Board took action to check the upswing.
This is what it reported:

In July 1936 and again in January 1937 the Board of Governors
took action to increase reserve requirements and thereby to elimi-
nate a large part of the excess reserves that had accumulated.
The combined effect of these two actions of the Board was to
double the reserve requirements of member banks. Thus the
power conferred upon the Board by the Banking Act of 1835 to
increase reserve requirements for the purpose of preventing inju-
rious credit expansion was fully utilized.

In December 1936 the United States Treasury inaugurated a
policy of setting aside in an inactive stock all gold purchased sub-
sequent to December 23, 1936, and thereby preventing the further
acquisition of gold from increasing bank reserves. The Treasury
and Federal Reserve measures taken together largely eliminated
the basls of a potential credit expansion arising from the large
movement of gold to this country which had begun in 1934 and
had greatly expanded the credit base of the country.

The result was the situation we have today. In my
opinion, the fault lies not with the authorization, but failure
to use the authorization to the limits prescribed by Congress.
Our salvation lies in a continuance of the authorization.

Now, as to the matter of the silver purchases. For every
dollar’s worth of silver purchased under the price of 64.64
cents per ounce the Government makes a similar profit,
every dollar of which removes that much burden from the
shoulders of the taxpayer. [Applause.]

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 min-
utes to the gentleman from Utah [Mr. Murpockl.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. Mr. Chairman, after listening to
the debate on this legislation, my mind goes back to 1933 when
the Roosevelt administration came into power. This Govern-
ment was sufferinig from the worst depression in its history.
The Republican administration of President Hoover, which
included many of the illustrious and distinguished Republican
Members who have spoken in opposition to this legislation,
was absolutely baffled and confused with the problems con-
fronting it, which confusion was emphatically demonstrated
by their helpless inactivity. Immediately on taking over the
reins of government, President Roosevelt, supported by a
Democratic Congress, began action. The new President
realized that the great commercial nations of the world were
indulging in a great international currency poker game.
He realized that this country was absolutely at the mercy
of other nations by reason of our adherence to the gold stand-
ard. He was informed as to the great equalization fund in
use by England to manipulate the currencies of all other
countries, including that of the United States, to the advan-
tage of England and the disadvantage of the United States
and other countries. It is too long a story to go into in
detail; but the debate of the opposition still rings in our
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ears wherein they predicted absolute ruin and chaos if we
took action. Their debate of today seems like the echo of
yesterday, But we did take action, For the first time
in our history, Congress asserted its constitutional power of
controlling the value of our money. We created the stabi-
lization fund, out of the $2,800,000,000 profit reaped by the
Treasury as a result of decreasing the gold content of the
dollar. Within very specific limits, we gave the President the
power to fix the gold content of the gold dollar. We also
gave him the same power with reference to the silver dollar.
‘We provided for the unlimited coinage of both gold and silver,
subject to the discretion of the President, if and when cer-
tain conditions and contingencies came into existence. Un-
der the act we are considering today, these powers are to be
continued until June 30, 1941. If the conditions of the world
were unsettled when the powers were originally granted, they
are far more unsettled today, as a result of conditions existing
in Europe, Asia, and Africa. We have not yet settled eco-
nomic conditions in our own country, although they are much
improved over what they were when we came into power.
The questions involved in this legislation, in my opinion, are
partisan. They were partisan in 1932, in 1934, and will al-
ways continue to be partisan.

Some speakers from the Republican side today have denied
that their attitude toward this legislation is partisan. But
all a Democrat needs to do is to look at the vote on the
adoption of the rule to be thoroughly convinced by their
actions, which speak louder than their words, that so far as
the minority is concerned, the question is partisan, just as
it was 6 years ago. But let us on the Democratic side not
forget that the welfare of this Nation is still the responsi-
bility of the Democratic Party, and that that responsibility
will continue for at least approximately 2 years. It is the
Democratic President and a Democratic Secretary of the
Treasury asking a continuation of these powers. It is the
duty and the responsibility of the Democratic side of the
House, in my opinion, to maintain their ranks and carry this
legislation.

Every phase of the bill has been thoroughly discussed,
except the place of silver in this legislation. I, therefore, Mr.
Chairman, will devote the rest of my remarks to this phase
of the question, first calling attention to the fact that it is
under this legislation that every ounce of domestic silver has
been purchased during the Roosevelt administration, that
it is the following provision in the Gold Reserve Act that
gives the President the power to differentiate in the pur-
chase of silver between domestic and foreign:

The President is authorized, in his discretion, to prescribe dif-
ferent terms and conditions and to make different charges, or to
collect different seigniorage, for the coinage of silver of foreign
production than for the coinage of silver produced in the United
States or its dependencies. The silver certificates herein referred
to shall be issued, delivered, and circulated substantially in con-
formity with the law now governing existing silver certificates,
except as may herein be expressly provided to the contrary, and
shall have and possess all of the privileges and the legal-tender
characteristics of existing silver certificates now in the Treasury
of the United States, or in circulation.

If, therefore, we want to perpetuate the purchase of
domestic silver at a price above that of foreign silver, then
it is necessary to continue the foregoing provision.

The State of Utah, a district of which I have the honor
to represent in the House of Representatives, is one of the
two largest producers of silver in the entire United States.
Utah and Idaho compete with each other for first place in
the production of silver—one year Utah may be first, and the
next year Idaho. Utah’s greatest industry is mining.
Nearly half of its population is directly dependent on min-
ing. Salt Lake City is the center of the metal-mining indus-
try of the United States. Salt Lake City and its immediate
vicinity is probably the greatest nonferrous smelting center
of the world. When the mining and smelfing industry is
prosperous, the West is prosperous. When this great indus-
try is not prosperous the West is not prosperous. Some peo-
ple have the idea that silver is mined by itself, but that is
incorrect. Silver is seldom mined alone, but is produced in
connection with lead, zinc, copper, and gold. The success
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of the mining industry depends upon the composite price
of ores containing two or more of these metals—in many
cases, four together.

For the last séveral years the price of all metals has been
below normal, except for short periods of time. You will,
therefore, see that the price of silver has a very direct and
material bearing on the success of metal-mining operations.
Almost immediately after the domestic silver price was raised
by the present administration, and the gold price was in-
creased, mines all over the West began to operate. Many
mines that had been closed for years resumed operation.
Mining towns that were rapidly deteriorating were vitalized
and new life inspired. The West began to prosper, miners
went back to work in large numbers, and the old spirit,
which had made the West possible, returned. Miners em-
ployed at decent wages, in my opinion, are the greatest
spenders in the world. They believe in a high standard of
living; they believe in having good homes; they believe in
education; they take pride in seeing that their wives and
children have as much and as good as any other class of
people.

Under the President’s proclamation of April 24, 1935, the
price of domestic silver was fixed at $0.7757 plus per fine ounce,
and continued at this price until December 1937, at which
time it was, by proclamation of the President, reduced to
$0.6464 plus. This price was again fixed in December 1938 and
is the price which is now being paid for domestic silver. At
this time I desire to call your attention to the fact that almost
immediately after the proclamation in December of 1937
reducing the price of silver from $0.7757 plus to $0.6464 plus
employment in metal mines in the States of Arizona, Colo-
rado, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Nevada, and Utah began
dropping off and pay rolls decreasing, until by October 1938
employment had dropped off 23.9 percent and pay rolls 29.4
percent. This should certainly give you an idea of how
keenly and immediately a decrease in metal prices affects
the economy of these Western States. I will conclude my
statement, so far as employment is affected by the price of
silver, by saying that unless silver is maintained at an equi-
table price the West will suffer.

Coming now to the arguments which are current today
against the silver program of the present administration, I
first call your attention to the fact that the history of money
is closely identified with the use of gold and silver as money.
Silver was used as money even before gold, and has been used
just as extensively for money as gold. These two metals
have been found by all civilized nations to be the most con-
venient and safest metallic backing for money. Some may
say that we have now reached the point where metallic back-
ing and redemption of currency can be done away with. I
will not attempt to answer this argument, but will say that
if we are to have a metallic backing for our money, then there
is no better metallic base than gold and silver. Silver, as
money in the United States, was valued many years ago by a
law at $1.29 per ounce. That is its monetary value today.
Let us first consider now just what happens in the purchase
of silver by the Treasury under the silver program of the
present administration. Speaking of the purchase of foreign
silver, taking the year of 1938, the average cost to the Federal
Treasury for foreign silver was 49.8 cents an ounce.

Under the program, when foreign silver is offered for sale
to the Treasury, this is what happens: An ounce of foreign
silver is delivered to the Treasury; it is paid for at the rate
of 49.8 cents an ounce in silver certificates. Immediately
upon its receipt by the Treasury, it is monetized at $1.29 an
ounce. For convenience, let us take two ounces of foreign
silver purchased at 49.8 cents an ounce, which would amount
to 99.6 cents or in round figures, $1. For the two ounces
of foreign silver, a silver certificate in the amount of $1 is
issued and goes into circulation, The two ounces of silver
in the Treasury, at their monetary value, amount to $2.58,
so that at least, on a bookkeeping transaction, the Federal
Treasury has profited to the amount of $1.58. Now, if the
holder of the silver certificate for $1 wants to redeem that
silver certificate at the Treasury and presents it for redemp-
tion, he will receive a silver dollar containing approximately
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three-fourths of an ounce of silver. Looking at it from the
redemption standpoint, the Federal Treasury receives two
ounces of foreign silver and issues a silver certificate in the
amount of $1 against it. But when the silver certificate is
presented for redemption, the Federal Treasury redeems it
with three-fourths of an ounce of silver, thereby making a
profit of 1Y ounces of silver. Therefore, on the bookkeep-
ing transaction, the Federal Treasury made a profit of
$1.58. From the standpoint of redemption, it made an ounce
and a quarter of silver, How then can even the enemies of
silver say that there is a loss to the Federal Treasury, if
they want to be fair? I admit that the 49.8 cents is about
6 cents higher than the world price for silver, but even at
that price, if we sold the ounce and a quarter of silver re-
maining in the Treasury, after having redeemed the silver
certificate we paid for the two ounces of foreign silver, we
certainly would still be making a very fine profit. But it is
said that they use these silver certificates issued to them for
their silver, above the world price, in securing American
goods and American securities, and try to point out that
there is a loss from this angle.

Is not that the very thing that we have all bzen aiming
at—to encourage the purchase of American goods, Ameri-
can services, and American securities? Looking at it ex-
clusively from this angle, let us see whether there is any
loss. In order for the foreigner to purchase American
goods, services, or securities, he has to exchange his pounds,
francs, marks, guilders, or yens for American dollars. Un-
der our present monetary system the silver certificate cir-
culates at par with all other types of currency issued by the
United States. Silver certificates circulate at par, and,
without any question, right alongside of Federal Reserve
notes, When the foreigner exchanges the currency of his
country for our dollars, he makes no distinction between
Federal Reserve notes and silver certificates. He would
just as soon have one as the other, because one buys just
as much of anything as the other. So, as I see the picture,
we are certainly not taking any loss as a result of the use
of silver certificates issued against silver purchased from
abrcad when the foreigner is purchasing in the United
States.

Now, let us see what happens when the citizens of the
United States want to purchase goods, services, or securities
in some foreign country. They must exchange their Ameri-
can dollars for either pounds, francs, marks, guilders, or
yens, depending upon the country in which they make their
purchases. Here again we find the silver certificate cir-
culating at par with all types of other American money,
and especially with Federal Reserve notes. No distinction
is ever made in the purchase of any foreign exchange be-
tween the Federal Reserve ncte and the silver certificate.
We therefore must conclude that, so far as the citizens of
the United States are concerned, as long as Uncle Sam’s
guarantee appears on our currency and the taxing power of
the Nation is behind it, it makes no difference to us whether
it is a silver certificate or a Federal Reserve note—they
have identical purchasing power and identical debt and
taxpaying power. The foreigner who comes within our
borders to purchase makes no distinction whatever, and
when our citizens purchase abroad the foreign seller makes
no distinction whatever between the Federal Reserve note
and the silver certificate. Even my distinguished colleagues
here in Congress, and especially those on this committee,
who make such tirades against our silver program, would
not trade these abhorrent silver certificates at any discount
whatever for their beloved Federal Reserve notes.

Great bankers protest that silver certificates are crowding
Federal Reserve notes out of circulation. To this I say
amen. In my study of money and banking, and I have made
a considerable study of these subjects, I have come to the
conclusion that the only money that the banker is particu-
larly interested in is what I call “emotional” money—money
created by the banker himself out of my debt and yours. It
is also known as check-book money. Why do I refer to it
as “emotional” money? Simply because its volume is wholly
dependent upon the emotions of the bankers. If the future
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looks rosy and bright, it can be had in abundance, but when
the first dark cloud appears on the horizon, its destruction
is begun and deflation sets in. On the other hand, every
ounce of silver represents human labor. It cannot be pro-
duced without human labor. So far as our domestic silver
is concerned, it represents the human labor of hard-working
American miners.

Now, let us briefly look at the situation from the domestic
standpoint. For convenience, let us take 17 ounces of do-
mestic silver. It is delivered to the United States Treasury
and, at $0.6464 plus, the Treasury will pay to the person
making delivery of the silver approximately $11 in silver
certificates. This 17 ounces of silver, at the monetary value
of $1.29 an ounce, is valued by the Treasury at approximately
$21.95. The Government makes a profit of approximately
$11 on the bookkeeping transaction. From the standpoint
of redemption, when the $11 in silver certificates are pre-
sented for redemption, the Treasury delivers to the holder
thereof not the 17 ounces of silver formerly delivered to the
Treasury for the $11 in silver certificates, but just half of the
17 ounces, to wit, 82 ounces, so that on the redemption the
Government has made a profit of 8142 ounces of silver. This
seems to me to be anything but a fictitious profit. If the
United States Government could make the same kind of a
profit on all of its transactions, what a glorious country this
would be. This transaction is referred to by the enemies of
silver as a subsidy to the silver producers of the Nation.
What a misnomer this is. What an injustice it is to take
17 ounces of silver, issue a receipt therefor which is redeem-
able by the Government with only 8% cunces of silver, and
then tell the silver miners that you are subsidizing them.
This Government is rather generous in the way of subsidies.
It subsidizes air travel and transportation. It subsidizes our
merchant marine. The people of the United States subsidize
the distilleries of the United States, the great manufacturing
plants, cotton, and other agricultural comodities, but can
the enemies of silver, who are so willing to subsidize these
other things, show where the Government makes even a
bookkeeping profit, let alone an actual prcfit?

Silver certificates are the only money in circulation in
the United States today which is redeemable in metal. It
is the only money of which I know that is not created out
of debt. I say this, notwithstanding statements made by
some great bankers. The only way, in my opinion, that
this Government can take a loss under its silver program
would be to strike it down; to take away from Congress and
the President the constitutional function and duty of con-
trolling the value of our money and to dump our vast ac-
cumulation of silver onto the world market for the deliberate
purpose of destroying the world’s silver price. Certainly,
we would not be foolish enough to do that. I cannot even
conceive of the most partisan enemy of the Democratic Party,
or of President Roosevelt and his administration, wanting to
do that merely for political purposes.

I desire to include, Mr. Chairman, a short paragraph on
silver used in the industrial arts, as follows:

The domestic consumption of silver by the industrial arts during
the year 1937 was greater than in any year in the history of this
country. The amount so consumed during 1937 was 51,292,270
fine ounces. The average annual amount of silver used by the
industrial arts from 1880 to 1937, inclusive, was 22,469,605 fine
ounces. The 1837 consumption represents an increase over the
annual average consumption since 1880 of 128 percent. This
comparison shows that the demand for silver by the industrial
arts is increasing.

And another paragraph on gold and silver exports:

The total gold exports from the United States from 1873 to
1937 amounted to $6,763,797,626, while the total imports for this
period amounted to $14,243,240,713, leaving an excess of imports
over exports of $7,479,443,087. On the other hand, the total silver
exports from the United States during the period 1873 to 1937,
inclusive, amounted to $3,488,808,235, while the total imports for
this period amounted to $2,882400,364, showing that our sllver
exports exceeded our silver imports during this period by
$606,407,871.

The 128-percent increase in the consumption of silver in
the industrial arts during the year 1937 over the annual
average consumption since 1880 should certainly indicate to
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those opposed to silver that it is not such a valueless com-
modity. On the question of imports and exports of silver
during the period from 1873 to 1937 we find that the bal-
ance of trade is still $606,407,871 in our favor,

To clear up any misapprehension which may exist in the
minds of any of the Members as a result of the discussion by
my distinguished colleague from Illinois [Mr. REEp] on the
constitutionality of the delegation of powers to the President
under this legislation, which will be continued by the adop-
tion of this bill until June 30, 1941, I will devote the re-
mainder of my time to a discussion of this phase of the
question,

From a consideration of the authorities, it is clear that
such delegation of power is constitutional.

In the case of J. W. Hampton Jr. & Co. v. United States
((1928), 276 U. S. 394), the Supreme Court upheld the con-
stitutionality of section 315 (a) of the Tariff Act of Sep-
tember 21, 1922 (42 Stat. 848), pursuant to the terms of which
the President, under certain conditions, had the power by
prociamation to raise or lower tariff duties on particular
commodities by as much as 50 percent.

A comparison of the provisions of the Tariff Act of 1922,
involved in the Hampton case, and the provisions of the
act under consideration reveals a significant analogy. Sec-
tion 315 (a) of the Tariff Act of 1922 provided that action
shall be taken pursuant thereto—

Whenever the President upon investigation of the differences in
costs of production of articles, wholly or in part the growth or
product of the United States, and of like or similar articles,
wholly or in part the growth or product of competing foreign
countries, shall find it thereby shown that the duties fixed in this

act do not equalize the said differences in costs of production in
the United States and the principal competing country.

- The act here under consideration provides for action—

whenever the President finds, upon investigation, that (1) the for-
elgn commerce of the United States is adversely affected by reason
of the depreciation in the value of the currency of any other govern-
ment or governments in relation to the present standard value of
gold, or (2) 'action under this section is necessary in order to regu-
late and maintain the parity of currency issues of the United States,
or (3) an economic emergency requires an expansion of credit, or
(4) an expansion of credit is necessary to secure by international
agreement a stabilization at proper levels of the currencies of various
gevernments.

The Tariff Act specified that upon making such findings
the President (sec. 315 (¢))—
shall by such investigation ascertain said differences and determine
and proclaim the changes in classifications or increases or decreases
in any rate of duty provided in this act shown by said ascertained
differences in such costs of production necessary to equallize the
same. Thirty days after the date of such proclamation or proclama-
tions such changes in classification shall take effect, and such in-
creased or decreased duties shall be levied, collected, and paid on
such articles when imported from any foreign country.

The analogous provision of the act here under consideration
authorzes the President—
to fix the weight of the gold dollar in grains nine-tenths fine and
also to fix the weight of the silver dollar in grains nine-tenths fine
at a definite fixed ratio in relation to the gold dollar at such amounts
as he finds necessary from his investigation to stabilize domestic
prices or to protect the foreign commerce t the adverse effect
of depreciated foreign currencies (subsec. (b) (2) of 31 U. S, C, 821).
The Tariff Act of 1922 provided that in the exercise of such
power—
the total increase or decrease of such rates of duty shall not exceed
50 percent of the rates specified in title I of this act.

The act here under consideration provides that in the
exercise of such power by the President—

In no event shall the weight of the gold dollar be fixed so as to
reduce its present weight more than 50 percent. Nor shall the

weight of the gold dollar be fixed in any event at more than 60
percent of its present weight.

An equally significant analogy is revealed by a comparison
of the constitutional provisions relating to the powers of Con-
gress with respect to tariffs with those relating to the powers
of Congress with respect to money.

The power of Congress to enact tariffs is derived from
article I, section 8, clause 1, of the Constitution:

LEXXXIV—291
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The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes, duties,
imposts and excises, to pay the debts and provide for the common
defense and general welfare of the United States * * »*,

By clause 5 of section 8, article I, Congress is authorized—

g coin money, regulate the value thereof, and of foreign
co. L] L] ..

In deciding that the delegation under section 315 of the
Tariff Act of 1922 was valid, the Court said in its decision in
the Hampton case, at pages 405, 411:

Congress seems to have doubted that the information In its
possession was such as to enable it to make the adjustment accu-
rately, and also to have apprehended that with changing conditions
the difference might vary in such a way that some readjustments
would be necessary to give effect to the principle on which the
statute proceeds. To avold such difficulties, Congress adopted, in
section 315, the method of describing with clearness what its policy
and plan was, and then authorizing a member of the executive
branch to carry out its policy and plan, and to find the changing
difference from time to time and to make the ad ents necessary
to conform the duties to the standard underlying that policy and
plan. As it was a matter of great importance, it concluded to give
by statute to the President, the chief of the executive branch, the
function of determining the difference as it might vary * * =*,

What the President was required to do was merely in execution
of the act of Congress. It was not the making of law. He was
the mere agent of the lawmaking department to ascertain and
g;clare the event upon which its expressed will was to take

ect' * - L]

It is submitted that the reasoning of the Court in the
Hampton case, in view of the close analogy between the stat-
utory and constitutional provisions there involved and those
presently inveclved, is equally applicable to the question under
consideration.

It is also of interest to note that when the Senate consid-
ered the Thomas amendment in April 1933 and the gold-
reserve bill in 1934, very extended consideration was given to
the question of the constitutionality of the delegation to the
President to devalue the dollar. The proponents of the
measure stated that the legislation had been drafted in such
a manner as to comply strictly with the test laid down by the
Supreme Court in the Hampton case, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
volume 77, part 2, page 2227. This was recognized by Sena-
tor BoraH, who was the leader of the group attacking the
constitutionality of the delegation. He said:

It seems to me that the rule of conduct here is quite as accurate
and quite as well defined as it was with reference to the creating
of Itsr;eg )Tarur Commission (CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp, vol. 78, pt. 3,
P- .

Senator BoraH, however, had just previously indicated his
belief that the Hampton case was incorrectly decided.

It has always seemed to me—

He said—

with all due respect to that great tribunal, that when we created
the Tariff Commission and gave it its power, together with the
President, to deal with the tariff, that we were delegating legisla-
tive power, and with reference to a subject equally vital to that of
coining money, to wit, raising taxes (CoNgrEsSsIONAL REcorp, vol. 78,
pt. 2, p. 1329). :

Senator Boran, therefore, in effect recognized that if the
Hampton case was correctly decided, then the delegation of
dollar-devaluation powers was entirely valid. Nevertheless,
the Hampton case has continued to be regarded by the Su-
preme Court as properly decided and as the leading case in
the field of valid delegation of legislative powers.

Furthermore, since the exercise of the power to revalue
the dollar is most likely to occur as a result of action taken
by foreign countries in depreciating and devaluing their
currencies, it could fairly be argued that the devaluation of
the dollar is closely related to international relations and
that therefore the constitutionality of the delegation must be
viewed on the basis of the rule laid down in United States v.
Curtiss-Wright Export Corporation ((1936), 299 U. S. 304),
where the Court recognized that greater discretion could
be delegated to the President in the field of international
relations then in the field solely of domestic affairs.

The statute under consideration is clearly distinguishable
from that involved in Panama Refining Co. v. Ryan ((1935),
293 U, 8. 388). In that case section 9 (e) of title I of the
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National Industrial Recovery Act of June 16, 1933, 48 Stat.
195, was before the Court. That section provided, in part,
as follows:

The President is authorized to prohibit the transportation in
interstate and foreign commerce of petroleum and the products
thereof produced or withdrawn from storage in excess of the
amount permitted to be produced or withdrawn from storage by
any State law or valid regulation or order prescribed thereunder,
by any board, commission, officer, or other duly authorized agency
of a State.

In holding that there was an unconstitutional delegation
of legislative authority to the President by virtue of that
section, the Court stated, at pages 415, 430:

Bection 9 (¢) does not state whether, or in what circumstances,
or under what conditions the President is to prohibit the transpor-
tation of the amount of petroleunr or petroleum products produced
in excess of the State’s permission. It establishes no criterion to
govern the President’s course. It does not require any finding by
the President as a condition of his action. The Congress in section
8 (¢) thus declares no policy as to the transportation of the excess
production. So far as this section is concerned it gives to the
President an unlimited authority to determine the policy and to
lay down the prohibition, or not to lay it down, as he may see fit.

We think that section 9 (c) goes beyond these limits. As to the
transportation of oil production in excess of State permission, the
Congress has declared no policy, has established no standard, has
laid down no rule. There is no requirement, no definition of cir-
cumstances and conditions in which the transportation is to be
allowed or prohibited.

In the famous Schechter case (Schechier Pouliry Corp. V.
United States (1935), 295 U. S. 495) the validity of section
3 (¢) of the National Industrial Recovery Act was involved.
This section authorized the President to approve “codes of
fair competition” upon a finding that the codes would “tend
to effectuate the policy” of the act. The question there pre-
sented was regarded as more fundamental than that pre-
sented in the Panama case, for the statute did not include a
precise statement of the subject to which the President’s
regulatory power under section 3 (c) was addressed. Tne
Court, after having turned to the statements of policy in sec-
tion 1, stated that it was unable to determine what consti-
tuted or what regulation might be included in a code of fair
competition, and it therefore held that the statute had failed
to specify with sufficient particularity the subject with which
the President was authorized to deal. Accordingly, it con-
cluded that the President’s discretion in prescribing rules for
the government of trade and industry being virtually un-
fettered the code-making authority conferred by the act was
an invalid delegation of legislative power,

The validity of the President’s exercise of the power to re-
value the dollar in 1934 was recognized by the Supreme Court
in the so-called Gold Clause case. In Norman v. B. & O.
Railway Co. (1935) (294 U. S. 240), the abrogation of gold
clauses in private obligations by the joint resolution of June
5, 1933, was upheld on the ground that such gold clauses
constituted an interference with the exercise by the Congress
of its constitutional power to regulate the monetary system.
One of the aspects of congressional regulation of the mone-
tary system with which the Court considered gold clauses
to be an unwarranted interference was the exercise by
Congress, through the President, of the power to revalue the
dollar. Thus it was stated at pages 314 and 315:

Section 43 of the act of May 12, 1933 (48 Stat. 51), provided
that the President should have authority, on certain conditions,
to fix the weight of the gold dollar as stated, and that its weight
as so fixed should be the standard unit of value with which all
forms of money should be maintained at a parity. The weight
of the gold dollar was not to be reduced by more than 50 per-
cent. The Gold Reserve Act of 1984 (Jan. 30, 1034, 48 Stat. 337)
provided that the President should not fix the weight of the gold
dollar at more than 60 percent of its present welght. The order
of the President of January 31, 1934, fixed the weight of the gold
dollar at 153 grains 0.9 fine, as against the former standard of
2589 grains 0.9 fine. If the gold clauses interfered with the con-
gressional policy and hence could be invalidated, there appears to
be no constitutional objection to that action by the Congress in
anticipation of the determination of the value of the currency.

And the questions now before us must be determined In the light
of that action.

The validity of the President’s power to revalue the dollar
was also a basic assumption of the decisions in Nortz v.
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United States (1935) (294 U. 8. 317), and Perry v. United
States (1935) (294 U. S. 330).

It is of particular interest to observe that the decisions in
the Norman, Nortz, and Perry cases were handed down after
the decision in the case of Panama Refining Co. against Ryan,
supra, in which the Court considered at great length the
question of delegation of legislative power. The fact the
Court had so recently and exhaustively considered the ques-
tion of delegation of legislative power when the Norman,
Nortz, and Perry cases were decided makes it even more
apparent that the Court was satisfied that the revaluation
of the dollar by the President was a proper exercise of au-
thority validly conferred upon the President by Congress.

In more than 30 cases involving the gold legislation
enacted by Congress in 1933 and 1934 argued before courts
in all parts of the country the validity of the revaluation of
the dollar by the President has been unquestioned not only
by the courts but by eminent counsel. In only one case has
the revaluation of the dollar been challenged, and in that
case on the ground that Congress itself does not possess the
power to revalue the dollar.

It is also of interest to consider the result which has been
reached by the courts in a situation in which another part
of the recent monetary legislation of the Congress has been
challenged on the ground that it involves an invalid dele-
gation of legislative power. In the case of Campbell v.
United States (D. C. S. D., N. Y., 1933, 5 Fed. Supp. 156),
section 5 (b) of the Trading With the Enemy Act, as
amended by section 2 of the act of March 9, 1933 (48 Stat.
1), was so challenged. That section provides in part:

(b) During time of war or during any other period of national
emergency declared by the President, the President may, through
any agency that he may designate, or otherwise, investigatle, regu-

late, or prohibit, under such rules and regulations as he may pre-
scribe, by means of licenses or otherwise, any transactions in for-

elgn exchange, transfers of credit between or payments by banking
institutions as defined by the President, and export, hoarding,

melting, or earmarking of gold or silver coln or currency.

The Court specifically rejected the contention that there
was an invalid delegation of power to the President, holding
that the section fully complied with the requirements laid
down in the decisions of the Supreme Court (5 F. Supp. 172,
173). The power of the President to revalue the dollar
clearly meets those requirements.

There is no doubt, Mr, Chairman, in my mind about the
constitutionality of the powers heretofore delegated to the
President. In closing, and speaking particularly to the
Democratic side of the House, I again call to your attention
that it is the responsibility of President Roosevelt and the
Democrats in Congress to conduct the affairs of this country
at least until January 1941, and, in my opinion, we will not
consider at this session or the session of 1940 more impor-
tant legislation than the bill before us today, and I hope that
the vote on the Democratic side of the House is unanimous
in the passage of this legislation.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, I move that the
Committee do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from New York that the Committee do now rise.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Reep of New York) there were—ayes 20, noes 43.

So the motion was rejected.

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. ANGELL].

ABRAHAM LINCOLN PLEADS AGAIN, MARIAN ANDERSON SINGS

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask the indulgence of the
House to call attention to a happening that took place in our
Capital City last Easter which is of more than passing inter-
est, in fact of deep significance.

Many years ago when our country was young and bands
of pioneers were trekking across America, extending its
frontiers and making homes in the wilderness, a large com-
pany camped one night on the banks of a mountain stream.
In the morning they broke camp, forded the stream and
were proceeding on their way when it was discovered that a
little dog had become separated from the camp and had been
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left on the opposite side of the stream, where he would per-
ish. The company was eager to be on its way and no one
seemed interested in retracing his steps to rescue him, save
one small lad who rolled up his trousers, waded across the
icy stream, and saved the little dog. Many years have
passed and America has become a great nation. We do not
recall the names of those who were in that company of emi-
grants on that day so long ago except the little boy who
waded the icy stream to save the dog. On the banks of the
Potomac, at the head of the Mall, here in our Nation's
Capital, is erected a great memorial to commemorate that
boy. Seated within is a heroic statue sacred to his memory.
The hoy’s name was Abraham Lincoln.

The sympathetic and understanding heart of the boy who
would not let the dog perish later led the man to give his life
as g sacrifice that all America might be free.

I read in a local newspaper last week that each afternoon
for 2 weeks, recently, in our Capital, an aged Negro plodded
slowly past the District Courthouse on Indiana Avenue.
Each time he came abreast of the tall, marble statue of
Lincoln in front of the building he straightened his aged,
bowed shoulders and tipped his hat to the Emancipator.
One day a court clerk stopped the man and questioned him.
He learned that he is 92 years of age and that his name is
Ezra Jenkins. He was asked why he raised his hat. “Well,
when I was very young,” the old man explained, “Abraham
Lincoln came to the town where we lived in Illinois. I was
just a little ‘shaver’ and my mother had run away from
down South when my pappy died. She fixed the meal for
Abraham Lincoln that day, and when he was done he came
and thanked her. But he took off his hat when he talked
to her, and everybody noticed it. If Abraham Lincoln could
take off his hat to my mother, I sure can take off my hat to
hjm.l’

Last Easter Day was drawing to a close, and our thoughts
were still lingering upon the services commemorating the
risen Christ and His age-old message, so needed today—
peace, good will, tolerance. The sun was sinking in the west-
ern hills beyond the Potomac in our beautiful Capital. Its
slanting rays were casting shadows of the memorial to Abra-
ham Lincoln across the broad steps and greensward lead-
ing to the Mall and the great shaft commemorating the
Father of his Country. The whole landscape, with the witch-
ery of spring, was a thing of beauty—the reflecting pool, the
rising dome of the stately Capitol on the hill beyond, the
bordering trees bursting into leaf and color, and the air
laden with the perfume of a lovely spring garden, Into this
scene came a vast concourse of citizens—75,000 or more—
gathered in the open in front of the memorial and away to-
ward the Washington Monument. They came from nowhere
and everywhere, black and white, of high degree and humble
lineage. They came in shining limousines and age-worn,
rickety motor cars. Many trod on foot. Many of our coun-
trymen, upon whom the mantle of authority has fallen,
selected to occupy high places in our Government, were
there—members of the United States Supreme Court, United
States Senate and House of Representatives, and the execu-
tive department.

At 5 o'clock there arose before this great multitude a tall
Negro girl—Marian Anderson—and her golden contralto
voice was lifted on the evening air, not only to the multitude
participating in the event, but out on the airways by radio
to the people of America everywhere. Marian Anderson,
with closed eyes, oblivious to all about her, and with the
artistry of genius, was singing My Country 'Tis of Thee,
Sweet Land of Liberty to her own free America in the
shadow of the Lincoln Memorial, the shrine of American
freedom. She was singing in the greatest auditorium ever
made—not built with hands—God’s temple, the great out
of doors. The words chiseled upon the inner wall of the
great memorial seemed to stand forth and take on a new
meaning:

In this temple, as in the hearts of the people for whom he saved
the Union, the memory of Abraham Lincoln is enshrined forever.
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As the rays of light played on the face of Lincoln, lighting
up the rugged, kindly features of the Great Emancipator
looking out over this impressive scene, it almost seemed he
heard and understood and was pleading again through the
singing of this humble American girl, whese freedom he
purthased with his own life. Again the spirit of Lincoln
was pleading through her for tolerance, brotherhood, charity.
Again, through her songs, he was saying to the multitudes,
as he had said long, long ago:

Our fathers brought forth on this continent a new nation, con-
ceived in liberty and dedicated to the proposition that all men
are created equal.

With malice toward none; with charity for all; with firmness
in the right, as God gives us to see the right, let us strive on to
finish the work we are in; to bind up the Nation's wounds; to
care for him who shall have borne the battle, and for his widow,

and his orphan—to do all which may achieve and cherish a just
and lasting peace among ourselves, and with all nations,

America, the land of freedom, of tolerance, and of under-
standing, heard and understood. The lingering notes of the
last song, Nobody Knows the Trouble I've Seen, died away
on the evening air. The vast audience, with tear-dimmed
eyes, with one accord, loathe to leave, stood and cheered the
singer. One of God’s great artists, endowed with the gift of
the mastery of song, had touched the heart of America.
Almost overcome by the plaudits of her countrymen, she
stood and, with humility, sincerity, and heartfelt appre-
ciation, said:

I am so overwhelmed that I cannot express the way I feel. You
do not know what you have done for me, I only want to thank
you again and again,

Marian Anderson’s recital was over.

The evening shadows lengthened and the assembled folk
went their way. The great memorial was deserted save that
seated alone, looking out through the open portals, was the
majestic figure of Lincoln, teaching by the story of his life
to all mankind until time shall be no more, “* * * malice
toward none; * * * charity for all” for “he belongs to
the ages.”

As we slowly turned our faces away from the Lincoln
shrine, the lines of Edgar Guest came again:

I think we want more faith in one another, .
A little less suspicion, doubt, and greed,

A little more the feeling of a brother,
A little less of arrogance we need.

Vague border lines which strangely now divide us
Have grown so many that they shut us in.

We fear to walk with those who dwell beside us
Lest something of our own they'd seek to win.

Tutored in selfish thinking down the ages,
We grasp for riches, pomp, and place and power,
Like all the dead that march through history's pages
We're chained and broken to that small word “our.”

Some day, perhaps, these barriers will vanish
When minds to nobler thinking shall be stirred.
Men from their hearts old hatreds then shall banish
And “brotherhood” be more than just a word.

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I yield now to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. HaLLl.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, first, I want to say that I ap-
prove of everything the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. REED]
said about the chairman of the committee. Every person
who came before us was given a fair and full hearing, and the
chairman, I might say, was more than generous in allotting
time to the minority members of the committee for questions.

In my attendance on the meetings of the Committee on
Coinage, Weights, and Measures, I listened to the testimony
of the Secretary of the Treasury and his many experts with
as judicial an attitude as anyone could bring to the subject.
The proponents of the pending bill tried hard to be persua-
sive, but frankly I was left wholly unconvinced on the de-
sirability of extending to the President the extraordinary
powers that the pending hill contemplates.

I have not much time allotted to me, and therefore I shall
be brief.

You do not have to be an expert on money or its many
ramifications to understand certain fundamental principles,
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and getting right down to that, I believe that the chairman
of the committee presented the basic question to us in his
opening remarks when he stated that the passage of this bill
might affect not only the people of the United States but all
the people of the universe.

The question that is really posed—disregarding all techni-
cal verbiage—is whether under our republican form of gov-
ernment we should continue such great power in the hands
of any one individual. The delegation of such power, to my
mind, is foreign to every thought we have about our Govern-
ment. Certainly, it controverts the spirit if not the actual
words of the Constitution itself.

The President was extended this power originally in 1934
on the plea that as an emergency step it was not only de-
sirable but necessary. Emphasis was then placed on the
promise that as soon as the emergency was over the Presi-
dent would relinquish the authority. But the power to the
President was again renewed in 1937, based again on the con-
tinuing emergency, and now it is proposed to continue it
further, again predicated on the continuance of an emer-
gency. But a new twist has been given to the emergency
this year; now it seems to be the international emergency.
I do not believe, myself, that the people will be taken in by
such specious justifications. I think it is the obvious fact
that the President simply will not, voluntarily, give up any
of the emergency powers that the Congress granted him, and
that the only way to recapture them is for Congress itself to
force their relinquishment.

The chairman of the committee in his remarks seemed
to place stress on the argument that the extenson of the
Presidential power over money was needed now perhaps more
than ever because of the situation in Europe. I am oppo-
sitely minded. In these times, when everyone’s pulse is beat-
ing a little faster, when every word and act of those in
power are weighed and pondered for its exact meaning, I
would rather have the control of our international monetary
policies in the hands of Congress than to have this all-
important power subject to the impulsive and unpredictable
act of one individual, whether he is the President of the
United States or the Secretary of the Treasury.

It is urged—and this seems to be the key argument—that
extension of the President’s power to devalue gold is im-
peratively necessary in the protection of this country’s stake
in the world currency situation today, and that it should be
readily available for use by the President to meet threats
of foreign currency depreciation.

Assuming the sort of condition that the administration
feels may present itself and that currency depreciation be-
gan, where would we be when the President reached down
to the limit of his authority? Would he come to the Con-
gress and ask for even greater powers, in order to embark on
& currency-depreciation race? And, if so, where would we
be when the race was over?

Today the declarants under the tripartite agreement are
the greatest beneficiaries of a stabilized situation. If cur-
rency depreciation is begun, is it to be expected that Eng-
land or France, participants in the present agreement, will
show the way? Is it to be expected that the situations of
these countries under the present international circum-
stances will lend themselves, profitably, to depreciation of
their currencies? I feel that the answer is that they will
seek to keep the present agreement at practically all costs.

On the subject of foreign-gold purchases by the Treasury
it strikes me as a foolhardy policy to continue to buy gold at
$35 an ounce when we know that it can be mined almost
anywhere in the world for not more than $20 an ounce, and
in Soviet Russia, for $8 to $10 an ounce.

Perhaps, by stretching our imagination, we can justify
the subsidy we are paying to our silver producers, but how
anyone can justify the payment of such huge subsidies on
gold purchases to foreign producers, is inconceivable to me.
This, having in mind, that after we buy this foreign-produced
gold at such exorbitant prices—we bury most of it in the
hills of Kentucky. While foreigners can get some of it, we
in the United States are forbidden, under the harshest sort
of restriction, to have any of it in our possession.
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On the silver-purchase program it is significant that the
Secretary of the Treasury, in his statement before the com-
mittee, would not express approval of it. Strain as we may,
we can find no justification for this program except the
subsidization of the silver producers in the West. The whole
silver policy of the administration has done nothing but
build up a highly inflationary base and thereby create still
further uncertainty at home as to our monetary policies.

In closing, let me say this: The granting of these extraor-
dinary and great powers to the President originally have not
brought to this country the benefits that were promised.
Continuation of such powers will not only continue the great
uncertainty that we have today in our business world but
may lead to embarrassing complications in view of the un-
settled conditions in Europe today.

Let us face the future with the control of all monetary
policies in the hands of the Congress of the United States,
where it was placed by the Constitution, and where it right-
fully belongs.

Mr, REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I yield the remain-
der of my time to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Lucel.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts is
recognized for 25 minutes.

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I might hope that what I have
to say may be of some service as it appears in the REcorD
and the gentlemen who do me the courtesy to stay here will
be duly edified.

I want to use a text for my sermon. The Democratic
platform of 1932 said this:

We advocate a sound currency to be preserved at all hazards.

I may add to it another taken from the message of the
President of the United States, January 15, 1934, which he
began—

In conformity with the progress we are makin restoring
falrer price Ie:*yel and with our purpose of amﬂgglgventum.v a.:
& less variable purchasing power for the dollar—

He went on to ask legislation, which was enacted.

A review of what has taken place may be worth while in
drawing this debate to a close. In 1931 England went off
gold and when Congress assembled, at the bottom of the
depression, March 5, 1933, with only a few of the nations
of the earth remaining on the gold standard, it was prob-
ably justifiable that only 5 days later an emergency banking
act should be passed, under which the Treasury was author-
ized to take over gold and gold certificates.

The next step in the monetary program of the adminis-
tration took place with a rider put upon the Agricultural
Adjustment Act in the Senate. A situation which you un-
derstand perfectly permits of no adequate discussion in the
House. So the House almost silently accepted the proposal
of what became known as the Thomas amendment. This
provided that there might be issued by the President $3,000,-
000,000 of greenbacks without backing and also $3,000,000,000
more backed by bonds. Thank heaven, that power has never
been used. The President remembered perhaps the Demo-
cratic platform and his speeches in which he had again and
again denied his intention to destroy our financial system
with inflation. Remembering them, he did not use that
power.

There also was found in that bill the power to reduce the
gold content of the gold dollar down to 50. Before using
that power he was persuaded—and I think I use the word
advisedly—by Professor Warren, of Cornell, to buy gold,
and under the authorization that he had, Professor Warren
and Professor Rogers, of Yale, took charge on the 25th of
October, and began buying gold.

This has been almost completely ignored in the debate
that has gone on, and I refresh your memories to show you
what took place. For 3 months those two faithful profes-
sors proceeded to buy. They bought, bought, and bought,
day after day, until they had raised the price to almost
$35. Then the President dismissed his advisers. At least,
they left the scene. Perhaps he had made up his mind that
this process was not accomplishing what he was after, He




1939

aimed at raising prices. Three months had gone by with
only 1 percent of increase in the price level. Evidently the
attempt was a failure—one of the notable failures of the
administration. He said to himself, I presume, “We will
try another method. We will fix the price of gold at $35.”
S0 he did the day after the Gold Reserve Act was sizned—
January 30, 1934, There it has remained ever since.

The Gold Reserve Act declared that gold was no longer to
be the medium of exchange in this country, and since then,
for domestic transactions, we have been off the gold stand-
ard. We are not alone in that. Every country in the world,
with the possible exception of Belgium, is off the gold
standard. We have fiat money all around the globe.

The matter was of particular interest to me by reason of
the fact that in 1910 the rise in prices that had gone on
steadily from 1896 had reached a point where the people
were alarmed. They demanded to know why prices were
so high. One result was the creation in my State by the
legislature of a commission on the cost of living. The Gov-
ernor of the State saw fit to ask me to be chairman. We
were fortunate in having on that committee two men with
newspaper training, myself of the two, and who had an
interest in economics, and a secretary who was a professor
in that subject. We were allowed the magnificent sum of
$15,000, When I contrast that with the million dollars and
more that is now being paid out on investigations here, I
bow my chastened head. We were given only 7 weeks in
which to report, and we did it by staying up all the last
night. We put in that report on time and it made a volume
of between six and seven hundred pages. It fell to me to
write about one-third of the text—that relating to money,
which revived my interest in economics begun in college
days, and led me to find out something more about money.

At that time it was the nearly universal opinion of the
world that money could be used to vary the price level.
That was the quantitative theory of money. Do not be
scared at that phrase. It is not nearly so difficult as it
sounds. i

It merely means that you can use money to raise or lower
the price level. I will frankly admit I was at that time
imbued with the doctrine of the quantitative theory of
money; and it persisted so that when I came down here I
asked to be put upon the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency for the purpose—the chief—the main purpose of ac-
complishing something to put into effect that theory. In the
committee we discussed this subject for 10 or a dozen years,
again and again. The Federal Reserve Board pointed out
it had no specified authority to use money for that purpose.
It did, however, have the power to accomplish the result by
open-market operations and by use of the discount rate.
They said to us, however: “For Heaven’s sake! Do not tell
us to do this; do not put it in print. If you put it in print,
then if we fail we shall be blamed. We do not know whether
we can do it or not, but do not tell us to do that.” Mr.
James Strong, of Kansas, now dead, but then a member of
the committee, was a firm believer in requiring the power
should be set forth, and led the Republican side. Mr. Alan
Goldsborough, to whom we said good-bye a few days ago—
and he deserved all the good things that were said of him—
led the Democratic side. Finally, we got a majority of the
committee to report what was known as the Goldsborough
bill. It brought down upon our heads the scorn of the
leaders in finance and leaders in politics. I have never
been able quite to forgive the things that were said about
us at that time. What we sought was to put into law the
existing practice of the Federal Reserve Board. We were
told that we were liberals, we were told that we were fanat-
ics, we were told that it was outrageous. We received all
the epithets that could be heaped upon us because we dared
say that we wanted to put into words the practice of the
Federal Reserve Board. That measure passed the House
but did not pass the Senate, and so did not become law.

I was still of the belief that the quantitative theory of
money was sound and that you could manipulate prices
by the use of money. Then there came along the experi-
ence, the observation of the last 6 years, and I no longer
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hold that theory. I have abandoned it completely, have

thrown it out of the window. I was wrong; your committee
was wrong. The House was wrong.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield at that point?

Mr. LUCE, Not at that point. The House was wrong.
These 6 years have proved to us that we cannot change the
price level importantly by the moderate issuance of money.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Then why are we afraid of in-
flation?

Mr. LUCE. In those 3 months that Warren and Rogers
were buying gold the price level was raised a bare 1 per-
cent. Since then through these 6 years it is impossible
to prove any connection between the price level and the
quantity of money. Mr. Roosevelt apparently has not yet
had his mind changed as I have had my mind changed.
He apparently is still of the belief that he can accomplish
that desired result., Prices have not been increased by any
financial action of the last 6 years. Observation of the world
where these same experiments have been tried seems to me
to prove conclusively that the price level cannot be fixed by
swelling the volume of money.

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield for an academic question?

Mr. LUCE. Permit me to continue my narrative without
interruption.

Why have we been convinced of this? We have found
out a few things that were clear to a few observers but
are not today clear to the masses of our people and are
largely ignored by some who argue on this matter. In the
first place, the currency of the country is no longer what
it was when Mr. Bryan argued, or when the Populist Party
grew in the West, or when the Greenback Party while I
was a boy, flourished in Maine, Generation after genera-
tion has had this same idle dream, that you could lift your-
self by your bootstraps and that by printing money you
could make everybody more prosperous.

When I was a young man I started a magazine with a
friend, another newspaperman. The subscription price of
this magazine was $1 a year. We had been cperating a few
months when the bank that had our funds called me in and
asked me to withdraw my money. I asked, “Why?” They
replied, “Because we do not want to bother with handling
dollar checks.” In my time I have seen the use of dollar
checks and all kinds of checks increase until it has become
the prevailing practice. I read somewhere that 92 percent of
the business of the country was done by checks and had the
curiosity to go over my own personal cash account for the
preceding year. I found that I had performed just exactly
92 percent of my own business by the use of checks. You can-
not regulate the volume of checks by law. A thousand differ-
ent forces are at work to determine the volume of 92 percent
of your money and the velocity with which your money circu-
lates. When you try to take the other 8 percent of your
money and say that you can make this country prosperous
by making it 10 percent, or 12 percent, or 14 percent, you can
keep on increasing until you get to 20 percent, but you will
still have four-fifths of all the money work done by checks.

When a gentleman rises here and demands more money, as
within the past few minutes one of our friends has done, he
simply does not know what he is talking about. He has not
looked the problem in the face. He does not realize that
printing more money will not raise prices unless it is done in
such exaggerated degree as to produce the inflation that
stole from the masses of the middle-class people in Russia
and in Germany all they had saved against old age, the infla-
tion that almost ruined this country when we tried it our-
selves. By good fortune we escaped because we came back to
the belief that gold, and gold alone, is the safety of any money
system.

What disturbs me so greatly today is my observation that
now the whole world is living on fiat money. Only little Eel-
gium is the exception. The whole world—every country in
the world except little Belgium—is living on fiat money. It
was only a little more than 40 years ago that we had a great
political campaign the very heart of which was the proposal
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that we could live on fiat money. As I look back I do not
know what to think; I cannot explain the situation; I do not
understand it; it is too much for me. All during my life I had
been denouncing the man who said fiat money was secure,
and here I find all mankind doing the thing which I said
could not be done. It may be that this is only temporary; it
may be that we shall substitute for a system that has lasted
through the centuries, the system of barter; that we shall go
back once more to the days when in the earliest years of his-
tory men lived by swapping horses, cows, oxen, chickens, or
anything else,

It may be that all through these years men have been
wrong in thinking there ought to be a standard of money, a
standard which would regulate the prices, a standard of the
same type as the bronze bar you may see here at the Bureau
of Standards, which determines the length of the yard and
upon which is based the work of our factories, the standard
that is the very foundation of our industry. It may be that
we no longer need a measure. It may be that we are going
to see it never return.

I dare not prophesy, but I do say that there is danger. I
do say that for us to do this needless thing of abandoning the
yardstick that is the measure of money is the height of folly.
The President still is to have 2 years under this bill to use the
power which has been put in his hands. I do not know that
he will use it. I doubt that he will use it. But I also doubt
if business can possibly recover so long as the danger of his
using it exists. [Applause.] That is the real reason why
this bill should not be passed, in respect to gold at any rate.
It hangs like a cloud over the business world.

Mr, Chairman, I recall the story of Midas. Midas had
caught the strange imp, Silenus. Silenus secured release only
on the assurance that Midas might have anything he asked.
Midas chose to ask that everything he touched should turn
to gold. Unfortunately that included everything Midas
wanted to eat or that he wanted to drink. Midas got in a bad
way. He nearly starved. Then he was released from his
perilous situation by Silenus, and the god Dionysus told him to
go and bathe in the river Pactolus. There may be found to
this day a sandy bottom where glimmer specks of gold.

Let us not forget that we, too, run the risk of Midas; that
we now have three-fifths of all the gold in the world; that in-
side of a few years, at the present rate of increase, we may
have all the gold in the world. Even now we have idle, doing
nobody any good, as much gold as would have been produced
by the labor of an army of 300,000 men in 30 years. That
gold will paralyze us. That gold will not give us food and
drink. That gold will do no good to any living being but will
hang as a millstone around a man’s neck when he jumps into
the water, and it may drown us in such a disaster as the
world has never seen before. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as remains to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PATMAN].
GOLD BILL SHOULD PASS

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I respect the view of my
good friend the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Lucel,
but I cannot agree with him that the quantity of money
will not affect the price level. I do not follow him in his
argument that to place more money in circulation, accord-
ing to his form of view, would necessarily increase the price
level. I say he is right now that the volume of currency pos-
sibly will not affect the price level or that the volume of de-
mand deposits in banks will not affect the price level; but if
you will consider the total business transactions, the turn-over
of the money and demand deposits you will find a very close
relationship between the total business transactions and the
price level. I think my friend has possibly failed to go far
enough and consider the total business transactions instead
of confining his study just to the volume of currency or the
volume of demand deposits. Most of the demand deposits
are now hoarded.

BHOULD SYNCHREONIZE MONEY SUPFLY WITH PRODUCTION

Our country is geared up for mass production, hoth indus-

trially and agriculturally. If we were not fortunate enough
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to have plenty of gold, everyone who has studied this ques-
tion would say: “Now, if we only had the gold as a reserve
for the purpose of placing into circulation sufficient circu-
lating medium to bring that production to the people who
need it, we would be the most fortunate people in all the
world.” Here we are with that production. We have this
gold. Yet many people oppose the use of this gold.

‘We have adequate machinery for production but no ade-
quate or satisfactory machinery to produce the money nec-
essary to convey that production to the consumers. We
should synchronize our money supply with our production.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this bill should be passed. In 1934
this bill passed the House by a vote of 360 to 40. Some
of the principal leaders on the minority side voted for the
bill. In 1937 there was so little opposition to its extension
for 2 additional years that a roll call was not even asked
for. There was not even a division vote requested. There
was hardly any opposition at all. Everyone who has studied
this question believes someone should have this power that
is vested in the President of the United States. If we had
a Republican President our Republican friends would be in
here asking that this power be given to their Chief Execu-
tive. I can see why they do not want to give this power to
the President. It is because they do not like our President.
I can see some justification or excuse for those who enter-
tain different political views from those of us on this side
opposing this measure, but I cannot see one single excuse,
much less reason, for a Member on the majority side oppos-
ing the extension of this power. [Applause.]

The President has not abused the power. No one claims
he has. No one makes the charge that he has in mind
abusing it. No one accuses him of attempting to abuse it
in the past or charges that he will attempt to abuse it in
the future. He has proven ftrue to a trust. We have trusted
him in the past. Why can we not trust him in the future,
since we know somebody must have this power?

WHO WANTS $20.67 AN OUNCE GOLD?

Who is it within the sound of my voice would go back to
the $20.67 an ounce gold? If there is one here who says
we should have the old $20.67 an ounce gold instead of the
$35 fixed by the President I wish he would ask me to yield.
I would like to yield to him. I believe the country would
be interested in knowing one Member of this Congress who
would go back to the old price of gold. There is not one
within the sound of my voice. No one asks me to yield on
that point so the $35 price fixed by our President seems to
meet with approval.

Evidently we have done something that is good, something
that is constructive, and that has been accomplished by
giving the Chief Executive of this country the power that he
needs, the power that he should have, and I ask you to stay
with the President, stay with the administration, and let the
administration continue to be successful in handling this
stabilization fund, as it has in the past, by giving this power to
the Chief Executive.

TITLE TO GOLD

Much has been said about the title to the gold that is held
by the United States Treasury. I invite your attention to the
following provisions of the Gold Act of January 30, 1934:

Bec. 2. (a) Upon the approval of this act, all right, title, and
interest, a.ndeveryclaimotthelﬂedemlnesemsoam oreverg
Federal Reserve bank, and of every Federal Reserve agent in and to
any and all gold coin and gold bullion shall pass to and are hereby
vested in the United States.

The Secretary of the Treasury cannot handle this gold any
way that he chooses. He is restricted by section 3 of the law,
which is as follows:

Sec. 3. The Secretary of the Treasury shall, by tions issued
hereunder, with the approval of the President, prescribe the condi-
tmnsunderwhlcbgoldmybeacqmmdmdheld ed,
melted or treated, imported, exported, or earmarked: (a) for indus-
trial, professional, and artistic use; (b) by the Federal Reserve banks
for the purpose of settling international balances; and (c) for such
other purposes as in his judgment are not inconsistent with the

purposes of this act. Gold in any form may be acquired, trans-
ported, melted or treated, imported, exported, or earmarked or held
in custody for foreign or domestic account (except on behalf of the
United States) only to the extent permitted by, and subject to the
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conditions prescribed in, or pursuant to, such regulations. Such
regulations may exempt from the provisions of this section, in whole
or in part, gold situated in the Philippine Islands or other places
beyond the limits of the continental United States.

A daily statement of the United States Treasury for April
17, 1939, discloses assets consisting of 444,353,723.1 ounces of
gold, valued at $15,552,380,308.39.

Against this asset, the Treasury lists as liabilities the
following:

Gold certificates outside of the Treasu

Gold certificate fund—DBoard of Governors, Fed-
eral Reserve System

Redemption fund—Federal Reserve notes_____._

Gold reserve against $346,681,016 of United
States notes

Exchange stabilization fund
Gold in general fund of Treasury--cceeccmeeme= 667, 569, 694. 18

Total 15, 552, 380, 308. 39

I invite your attention to the number of gold certificates
outstanding. Out of the $2,888,710,569, about $75,000,000 of
these certificates are the old, large, blanket type that have
never been turned in. They have evidently been lost or
destroyed. The remainder of these certificates of about

$2, 888, 710, 569. 00

10, 031, 275, 184. 95
8,785, 429.33

156, 039, 430. 93
1, 800, 000, 000. 00
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$2,800,000,000 are in the 12 Federal Reserve banks. They
are not used; they are bundled up in their vaults.

The gold-certificate fund is nothing more than a book-
keeping transaction. This fund that is used by the 12 Fed-
eral Reserve banks when additional Federal Reserve notes
are to be issued. In other words, these Federal Reserve
banks do not even go to the trouble or expense of having
gold certificates printed. They use a bookkeeping fransac-
tion entirely.

HOW CLOUD TO TITLE TO GOLD MAY BE REMOVED

If Congress desired, it could cause to be placed with the
Federal Reserve banks non-interest-bearing United States
Government obligations equal to the amount of gold certifi-
cates and gold-certificate fund and thereby remove any cloud
from the title to this gold on account of the claim of these
Federal Reserve banks. Then, if one of these banks needed
Federal Reserve notes, it could deposit with the Federal Re-
serve agent a non-interest-bearing bond and obtain the
Federal Reserve notes just the same as it now obtains them
through the use of the gold-certificate fund credit.

The Federal Reserve Bulletin for April 1939 discloses the
following information relative to gold production:

Gold production outside Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

[In thousands of dollars]

Estimated Production reported monthly
world pro-
duction
Yeur of manth 3:{:?3: Africa North and Bouth America Far Fast
soot | T | soutn | mho- | west | Beigian | Unitea Col Austra- | British
ou 0- n olom- us! r
Republics Africa | desia | Africa | Congo | States: | Canada | Mexico | =, Chile lia India
[$1=25%0 grains of gold %{o fine; 1. ., an ounce of fine gold=4$20.67]
532 | 852,237 | ;15,242 | 11,607 4,207 | 2,300 | 45,651 | 30,862 13,463 2,823 683 | 8712 7, 508
401, 088 865,268 | 221, 526 11,476 4, 905 2,699 47,248 43,454 13, 813 3,821 428 9, 553 6, 785
426, 424 386,203 | 224,863 11,183 b, 525 8,224 | 40,527 | 55,687 4,016 442 | 12,134 6,812
102 413,450 | 238,931 12, 000 5,002 3, 042 50, 626 62,933 12.070 5,132 788 14, 563 6, 785
469, 257 411,208 | 227,673 13, 335 6, 623 3, 631 52, 842 60, 968 13, 160 6,165 8,000 16, 873 6,919
, 408 696,218 | 885, 474 22, 578 11, 214 6, 148 89,467 | 103,224 22, 207 10, 438 5, 004 28, 568 11,715
823, 003 707,288 | 366,795 | 24,264 | 12,153 6,540 | 108,101 | 104,023 | 23,135 | 12,045 8,350 | 80,550 11,223
751,970 | 877,000 25,477 13, 625 7,150 | 126,325 | 114,971 23, 858 11, 515 9, 251 81,240 11,468
971, 514 833,088 768 28, 053 16, 205 7,386 | 152,509 | 131,181 26, 465 , 632 9,018 40,118 11, 663
1, 041, 987 1802, 635 | 410,710 28, 206 20, 784 8,018 | 168,150 | 143,367 29, 591 15, 478 9, 544 46, 082 11, 607
ll. 11&873 2055, 377 , 649 28, 532 24, 670 38,441 176,971 | 165,055 | 232,084 225 | 210,222 54, 302 11,247
88, 963 76, 509 34, 696 2,341 1,957 729 14,083 12, 677 2,084 1, 144 1,063 4,725 1,031
1638—J. 87, 587 74, 960 34, 573 2,381 1,964 661 12,758 12,638 2,048 1, 456 775 3,858 948
724 70, 066 32,524 2,248 1, B87 642 11, 347 1,929 2, 266 1,175 834 4, 333 B72
89, 646 s 205 85, 519 2,387 2,002 673 12,991 13, 161 3,253 1,403 673 4,204 939
, 5633 74,764 34, 351 2,374 2,024 702 12, 480 2,895 2,380 1, 664 698 4, 280 206
190, 445 77,273 35, 794 2,415 1,080 636 13, 855 13,338 1, 863 1,338 82 4,278 935
91,242 77, 950 , 509 2,304 2,020 726 12, 851 13, 674 8,024 1, 3656 901 4, 577 909
08, 492 84,849 36,222 2,410 2, 067 716 6, 684 727 4, 241 1,748 752 4,330 951
97, 845 83,806 | 36,622 2,415 2,053 716 | 16,492 | 14,425 | 2,041 1,515 086 | 4,771 958
97, 386 83,223 36, 237 2,365 2,048 743 16, 830 14,338 2,062 1,812 1,019 4,816 946
96, 785 (52,801 | 36,440 2,445 2,174 725 | 16,223 | 14,394 2,265 1,622 906 4,642 956
208, 596 184, 645 35, B42 2,381 2,204 2725 18, 481 14,351 2,358 1,628 930 4,820 930
#908, 301 183, 765 36,007 2,318 2,240 2725 15, 970 15, 186 32,458 1,499 21965 5,303 995
196, 261 181, 646 36, 188 $2,318 42,135 3725 14,019 | 214,606 32,28 1,953 3930 4,540 2060
Gold production in Union of SBoviet Socialist Republics: No regular Government statisties on gold produc'tlon in Union of Soviet Socialist Republics are available, but

dara of percentage changes irregularly given out by
production, in millions of dollars, as follows—at $20.67 per fine ounce; 1029,
1936, $185; 1937, $180,
i Cneludes uction in the Philippines.
orT!

i Preliminary

cials of the gold mining lndustry. together with certain direct
$15; 1080, $31; 1931, $34; 1932, $40; 1933,

for past years, afford a basis for estimating atmusl
; at $35 per fine ounce: 1933, $05; 1934, $135; 1935, §158;

Note.—For monthly ﬁmrea back to January 1020 and for explanation of table, see Bulletins for March 1039, p. 227. February 1939, p. 151; June 1938, pp. 539-540, and April

1933, pp. 233-35. For annual figure= of world production back to 1873 (

including Russia-Union of Soviet Sodalist Rﬁpublics see Annual

R.epon of Director of Mint for 1936,

Pp. 108~ 109, 1937, pp. 104-105, and 1038, pp. 102-103, Figures for Canada beginning January 1938 are subject to official revision.

WILL GOLD BE DEMONETIZED?

The Federal Reserve bank in New York, acting under
special license granted, is holding $700,000,000 of gold ear-
marked for foreign countries and foreign central banks
that is not included in the amount held by the United
States Treasury.

The United States is holding 60 percent of the publicly
reported gold stocks of the world, which is more than any
other country in the world has ever held at one time. The
question is being asked:

Is 1t possible that the rest of the world having sold its gold to
the United States may proceed to demonetize it, and, if so, what
would it be worth to us?

The answer seems to be that the world will not sell all
of its gold to the United States; that gold will not be de-
monetized and will very probably always be in demand in

all countries, The best reason for thinking that gold will
be wanted is that there is nothing to take its place as a
monetary base where metal is used. Silver has been gold’s
only rival since the time of Abraham, and since the Silver
Purchase Act the United States is absorbing silver also.
The gold coins of Spain and Czechoslovakia are good under
any flag. Great Britain produces substantial quantities of
gold and certainly desires a continuation of gold as a
monetary medium; in fact, Great Britain produces almost
one-half of the world’s gold. Many other countries pro-
ducing relatively small amounts find that those small
amounts are an important source of national income to
them. England and France each have more than $3,000,-
000,000 in gold and there are substantial amounts in other
countries. Although it is comparatively easy for a country
to abandon gold or silver as a base for domestic currency,
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yet these metals are highly desirable and are now necessary
in world trade.

What should we do with this gold? Should we permit it
to remain idle, or should we use it in the interest of the

people?
BURPFLUS GOLD AND COTTON CAN BE USED

In a speech in the House of Representatives recently, I
advocated the consideration of the following:

First. Setting aside $1,000,000,000 or more of this gold upon
which two and one-half billion dollars could safely be issued
to pay parity prices to farmers and to loan tenants on long
terms at a very low rate of interest to purchase farm homes.
I introduced official figures to show that when the farmer
prospers, the entire Nation prospers; and when $1 is added
to the farmer’s income, the income of the wage earner is also
increased $1.

Second. Set aside a large amount of this gold to be used
for national-defense purposes. We do not know what is go-
ing on in the other countries, and we cannot rely upon all
of the information we receive. Therefore we should be pre-
pared and the use of a half billion or a billion dollars of this
gold will not only be helpful in providing for adeguate na-
tional defense but will give people work and thereby reduce
unemployment. If our country were to get into war, every-
body would be employed immediately to engage in a destruc-
tive business. It is possible for us to employ them without
getting into war by the use of even a small part of this gold,
and at the same time engage in a constructive business.

Third. Congress should adopt the policy of not issuing any
more bonds or securities of any kind that are interest bearing
within the next 2 years.

Fourth. Set aside 5,000,000 bales of surplus cotton to be
used by the Secretary of State to exchange for raw materials,
and especially minerals, that can only be obtained from for-
eign countries, and which we need and use in this country
every day, both in time of peace and in time of war. (We
should also distribute a large part of this cotton fo an agency
in each of the 3,072 counties in the United States and give it
to people who need it if they convert it into finished prod-
ucts, such as mattresses, quilts, and other needed home com-
forts and conveniences.)

We have produced too much of everything to eat and too
much of everything to wear. If we did not have gold or an
orthodox way of issuing a medium of exchange, many of our
leaders would be saying, “If we only had gold to be used as a
vehicle to place produce into the hands of the consumers, our
country would be well fixed.” The sad part of it is that we do
have this gold and we are failing to take advantage of the
wonderful opportunities that are ours to use it as a vehicle to
place production into the hands of people who need it.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my own remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. McCorMACK). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New York [Mr. REgp]?

There was no objection.

Mr. REED of New York, Mr. Chairman, it is well known
that debasement of coinage nearly wrecked England at one
time. Edward I, I believe it was, started England on the
devaluation path by stretching the pound of silver so that it
would make 243 pennies instead of 240 as previously. Similar
devaluations continued for two centuries until the pound of
silver under Henry VIII was making nearly 3,000 pennies.

His daughter, Queen Elizabeth, who had some financial
integrity, restored coinage in 1560. Not until recently has an
English ruler attempted to devalue the coin of the realm.
It happened in the United States for the first time in 1933
under the present administration. A nation cannot debase
its money without at the same time debasing its character.
You cannot adulterate the people’s medium of exchange,
whether it is silver, wampum, gold, or copper, without adul-
tering national ideals. I will say this for one man who pos-
sessed dictatorial powers that he was at least endowed with
sufficient character and intellectual honesty not to issue de-
based money. He conducted a 20-year war, yet notwith-
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standing any other traits we may deplore in Napoleon he re-
fused to resort to this species of fraud.

What does “going off the gold standard” mean? It means
that the Government has issued, or plans to issue, either itself
or its central bank, far more promises to pay real money than
it has real money on hand. The real money of the Nation
still remains gold. The simple fact is that with no excep-
tion gold has remained the real money of every nation that
has “gone off gold.”

The Government refuses not only to relinquish what gold it
has, but by every means within its power—by threatening its
citizens and by cheating foreigners—acquires as much more
as possible,. When a government arbitrarily stops paying
gold, intimating that it will resume meeting its promises later
when the demands upon it are not so insistent, a serious
question arises. Will this Government ever, in fact, keep its
promise to pay in gold? Even if it does, the next question is,
Will it pay to the citizen according to the terms of the
promise or will it defraud the citizen by paying less gold than
was promised? This Nation, to its shame, has repudiated its
promise fo pay 23.22 grains of gold for every dollar bill pre-
sented to the Treasury. This New Deal thievery and fraud
is politely called “devaluation.”

For a hundred years prior to March 1933 our own Govern-
ment promised to give, and its citizens could always receive,
23.22 grains of gold for every dollar bill presented to the
Treasury of the United States. Buf President Roosevelt in
January 1934 called upon his personally controlled Congress
to pass an act, a piece of high-handed fraud, which declared
that anybody holding a dollar bill could thereafter receive
only 13.85 grains of gold, about one thirty-fifth of an ounce.
This was a tyrannical, forced seizure of property from the
citizens of this Nation and foreigners.

The President is authorized to further defraud the citizens
by a further *“devaluation” of the currency whenever he may
see fit to do so.

Much of the uncertainty and lack of confidence that now
hampers business is to what extent the Government will ulti-
mately cheat those who are forced to put their trust in
Government promises.

No person knows precisely how much gold the Government
will ultimately give for the promises it is issuing. It is a
matter of common observation, or it should be in the light
of dictatorial and dishonest governments elsewhere, that the
promises of our own Government to redeem its promise to
pay even 13.85 grains of gold for every dollar issued may
prove worthless.

Now that the New Deal has enfered upon a program of
fraud and dishonor our national credit stands impaired be-
fore the world. Every billion dollars of debt, most of which
is borrowed money, makes for uncertainty as to the ability
of the Government to redeem its promises to pay gold even
at its present devalued level.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc.

Committee amendment:

Immediately following the enacting clause insert “That subsec-
tion (a) of section 10 of the Gold Reserve Act of 1934, approved
January 30, 1934, as amended, is further amended by striking out
the period at the end of such subsection and adding thereto the
words ‘and to the Congress."”

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Mr, Chairman, I move that
the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to. :

Accordingly the Committee rose, and, the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. McCorMACK, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re-
ported that that committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill (H. R. 3325) to extend the time within which
the powers relating to the stabilization fund and alteration
of the weight of the dollar may be exercised, had come to
no resolution thereon.

St o i

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous

consent to revise and extend in the Recorp the remarks I
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made on the bill under consideration this afternoon and
include therein a letter from the American Farm Bureau
Federation, which I quoted in part.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp on the subject of
war propaganda, and to include therein an editorial from
the Gaelic American on the same subject.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the REcorp and include therein a
letter addressed to the Speaker of the House by Mr. Andrews,
the Administrator of the Wage and Hour Division. :

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my colleague the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CurLEY] may be permitted to extend his own remarks in the
Recorp and include therein g letter sent by him to the chair-
man of the House Committee on Banking and Currency.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend in the ReEcorp the remarks I made in Com-
mittee of the Whole this afterncon, and to include therein
certain excerpts and tables.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my own remarks in the Recorb and to include
therein the decision of the United States Supreme Court, as
well as the opinion of the Court, in the Strecker case.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. Murpock of Arizona, Mr. Reep of Illinois, and Mr.
HarTEr of New York, asked and were given permission to
extend their own remarks in the RECORD.

Mr. Luce asked and was given permission to revise and
extend his own remarks in the REcorp.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Appendix of the REcorp
by including therein an article entitled “Has Gold a Future?”
from which I quoted in Committee of the Whole this after-
noon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANGELL. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein
a short article from the Oregonian. I also ask unanimous
consent to extend in the Recorp the remarks I made this
afternoon in Committee of the Whole and include therein
quotations from Abraham Lincoln and Mr. Guest.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mr. THORKEELSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend in the ReEcorp the remarks I made
this afternoon and to include therein a letter from the
Treasury Department,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Montana?

There was no objection.

Mr. GILLIE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the REcorp and include therein
& paper on sugar as it affects my district in northern Indiana.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the

gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and
include therein certain extracts from the Federal Reserve
Act and amendments thereto.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from South Dakota?

There was no objection.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my own remarks in the ReEcorp and
include therein certain statistical information from the De-
partment of Commerce and from the Treasury.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES—RESERVE
OFFICERS ON DUTY WITH THE CIVILIAN CONSERVATION CORFS
The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message

from the President of the United States, which was read and

referred to the Committee on Military Affairs:

To the Congress of the United States:

After consideration of the administrative difficulties and
fiscal effects flowing from the enactment of the last proviso
of section 5, Public, No. 18, approved April 3, 1939, I am con-
strained to recommend to the Congress that early consider-
ation be given to amending the law so as to remove all
Reserve officers on duty with the Civilian Conservation Corps
from the purview of the benefits provided in that section of
the law for members of the civilian components of the Army
brought into active military service for more than 30 days.

In making this recommendation, I am influenced by the
belief that the Congress in enacting the law had in mind its
application to individuals serving on extended active duty
with the Army under conditions where they are exposed to
military hazards of the same nature and to the same degree
as individuals of the Regular Army. While it is held that
duty with the Civilian Conservation Corps is military service,
nevertheless, application of the law to the Reserve officers
on such duty is considered neither desirable nor necessary;
as a matter of fact, as we all know, duty with the Civilian
Conservation Corps is in no way comparable with active
military duty; in fact, it is almost wholly civilian duty.
Legislative action in accordance with my recommendation is
considered preferable to the alternative of replacement of
Reserve officers by civilians, and I therefore recommend the
matter to the favorable consideration of the Congress.

FrangLIN D. ROOSEVELT.

TaE WHITE HOUSE, April 20, 1939.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp by having printed
therein a letter from the President of the United States to
the chairman of the House Committee on Agriculture, Mr.
Jones, with reference to proposed amendments to the Sugar
Act.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to
Mr. O'TooLE for the remainder of the week on account of a
death in his family.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following title was taken from
the Speaker’s table and under the rule referred as follows:

S.1871. An act to prevent pernicious political activities;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.
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The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 10
minutes p. m.), under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Friday, April 21, 1939, at 11 o’clock
a. m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

655. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV a letler from the Post-
master General, transmitting the draft of a proposed bill to
prohibit the use of the mails for the solicitation of the pro-
curement of divorces in foreign countries, was taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. FADDIS: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 985.
A bill to authorize the Secretary of War to furnish certain
markers for certain graves; without amendment (Rept. No.
441). Referred to the Committee o! the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan: Committee on Military Affairs.
H. R. 3132. A bill to authorize the disposal of cemetery lots;
without amendment (Rept. No. 442). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. CLASON: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 3587.
A bill to authorize the Secretary of War to exchange obsolete,
unsuitable, and unserviceable machines and tools pertaining
to the manufacture or repair of ordnance matériel for new
machines and tools; without amendment (Rept. No. 443).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. RANDOLPH: Committee on the District of Columbia.
H. R. 5679. A bill to amend the Code of Law of the District
of Columbia in respect of fees of the United States marshal;
without amendment (Rept. No. 446). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mrs. NORTON: Committee on Labor. H. R. 2990. A bill
to amend the act entitled “An act to establish a Civilian
Conservation Corps, and for other purposes”, approved June
28, 1937, as amended; with amendment (Rept. No. 447). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions. H. R.
2875. A bill to provide that pensions payable to the widows
and orphans of deceased veterans of the Spanish-American
War, Boxer Rebellion, or Philippine Insurrection shall be
effective as of date of death of the veteran, if claim is filed
within 1 year thereafter; without amendment (Rept. No.
448). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut: Committee on Military Affairs.
H. R. 2987. A bill providing for the transfusion of blood by
members and former members of the Military Establishment,
and by employees of the United States Government; without
amendment (Rept. No. 449). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. ARENDS: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 3593.
A bill authorizing and directing the Secretary of War to exe-
cute an easement deed to the city of Duluth for park, recrea-
tional, and other public purposes covering certain federally
owned lands; without amendment (Rept. No. 450). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union.

Mr. HILL: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 3824. A
bill to provide funds for cooperation with Wapato School
District No. 54, Yakima County, Wash., for extension of pub-
lic-school buildings to be available for Indian children of the
Yakima Reservation; without amendment (Rept. No. 451).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. COSTELLO: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R.
3131. A bill to authorize the Secretary of War to convey
certain lands owned by the United States for other lands
needed in connection with the expansion of West Point Mili-
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tary Reservation, N. Y. and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 454). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union,

Mr. FADDIS: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 5840.
A bill to amend the act entitled “An act to provide for the
protection and preservation of domestic sources of tin,” ap-
proved February 15, 1936; without amendment (Rept. No.
455). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. HESS: Committee on Naval Affairs. S.513. An act to
provide for the promotion on the retired list of the Navy of
Fred G. Leith; without amendment (Rept. No. 452). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. CHURCH: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 4511. A
bill to extend to Sgt. Maj. Edwin O. Swift, United States
Marine Corps (retired), the benefits of the act of May 7, 1932,
providing highest World War rank to retired enlisted men;
without amendment (Rept. No. 453). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE
Under clause 2 of rule XXII, the Committee on Pensions
was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R.
5904) granting an increase of pension to McKinley Cook,
and the same was referred to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions

were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. BURDICK:

H.R.5905. A bill conferring authority upon the several
States to exchange school lands granted by the Federal Gov-
ernment for other lands of equal value for public purposes;
to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R.5906. A bill to repeal the prohibition against the
filling of a vacancy in the office of district judge for the
southern district of New York; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JONES of Texas:

H.R.5907. A bill to amend the Agricultural Adjustment
Act, as amended, and as reenacted by the Agricultural Mar-
keting Agreement Act of 1937, as amended; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MAAS:

H.R.5908. A bill to remove restrictions upon the service
of certain officers of the Marine Corps in the Marine Corps
Headquarters, Washington, D. C.; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs,

By Mr. RANDOLPH:

H.R.5809. A bill to amend the District of Columbia Un-
employment Compensation Act, to provide for unemploy-
ment compensation in the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the District of Colum=-
bia.

By Mr. VOORHIS of California:

H.R. 5910. A bill to provide for the financing of commer-
cial and industrial establishments and to maintain and in-
crease the employment of labor by the creation of indus-
trial finance banks with limited powers to lend, acquire
securities, underwrite, discount, and rediscount; to perform
functions not presently performed by private investment
banks, to cooperate with such investment banks in the
restoration and maintenance of sound capital markets, and
to further the development of local private investment bank-
ing facilities; to release idle funds from State and National
banks and direct such funds into the channels of industrial
and commercial enterprise; to enable such enterprise to
increase production, extend operations, and modernize plant
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and equipment; and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.
By Mr. NICHOLS:

H. R. 5911. A bill to amend subsection (h) of section 344
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; to
the Committe on Agriculture.

By Mr, ROBINSON of Utah:

H. R. 5912. A bill authorizing the Secretary of War to per-
mit Salt Lake City, Utah, to construct and maintain certain
roads, streets, and boulevards across the Fort Douglas Mili-
tary Reservation; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. Dies:

H. R. 5913. A bill to provide retirement annuities for cer-
tain former rural letter carriers; to the Committee on the
Civil Service.

By Mr, NICHOLS:

H. R. 5914. A bill to amend the Bankhead-Jones Farm
Tenant Act so as to encourage farm ownership and the im-
provement of rural housing standards and conditions, by
providing a system of mutual mortgage insurance, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. KILDAY:

H. R. 5915. A bill to amend section 12, title 34, supplement
IV, United States Code (49 Stat. 959), relating to the ap-
pointment of Naval Academy graduates as ensigns in the
Navy; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

: Mr. Mr. McLEOD:

H.R.5916. A bill to amend section 22 of Public Law No. 13,
Seventy-first Congress, providing for the apportionment of
Representatives in Congress, approved June 18, 1929; to the
Committee on the Census.

! By Mr. COCHRAN:

H. R. 5917. A bill to amend the act establishing the Cen-
tral Statistical Committee and the Central Statistical Board;
to the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments.

By Mr. DISNEY:

H. R. 5918. A bill amending Public Law No. 96 of the Sev-
enty-Fifth Congress, being an act entitled “An act amend-
ing section 2 of Public Law No. 716 of the Seventy-fourth
Congress, being an act entitled ‘An act to relieve restricted
Indians whose lands have been taxed or have been lost by
failure to pay taxes and for other purposes’”; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. DIMOND:

H.R.5919. A bill to provide for the refunding of the nego-
tiable bonded indebtedness of municipal corporations and
public-utility districts in the Territory of Alaska; to the
Committee on the Territories.

By Mr. BURDICK:

H. J.Res. 271. Joint resolution authorizing the survey and
marking of the Custer Trail, and appropriating money there-
for; to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. REED of Illinois:

H. Con. Res. 17. Concurrent resolution favoring the ap-
pointment of William Griffin as a special envoy to certain
foreign countries in connection with their indebtedness to
the United States; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions

were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. ANGELL:

H.R.5920. A bill for the relief of Alan Welch Smith; to

the Committee on Naval Affairs.
By Mr. BURDICK:

H.R.5921. A bill providing for the final discharge of Fed-
eral supervision over certain individual Ihdians; providing
for final settlement of Indian claims, determination of heirs,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. COLE of Maryland:

H.R.5922. A bill for the relief of Emma S. Griffith; to the

Committee on Claims.
By Mr. COLLINS:
H.R.5923. A bill for the relief of Simon A. Brieger; to

the Committee on Claims.
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By Mr. EATON of New Jersey:

H.R.5924. A bill to authorize the presentation to Harold
Patrick Malley of a Distinguished Service Cross; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. FAY:

H.R.5925. A bill for the relief of Spiridon or Spiros Nout-
sopulos; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion.

By Mr. GARTNER:

H.R.5926. A bill to authorize the cancelation of deporta-
tion proceedings in the case of Marie Eglick; to the Commit-
tee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. GRIFFITH:

H.R.5927. A bill to adjust the status of Lt. Comdr. Jeff D.
Smith, United States Navy, retired, on the retired list of the
Navy; to the Committee on Naval Affairs,

By Mr. HENNINGS: 2

H.R.5928. A bill for the relief of Ella Ragotski; to the
Committee on Claims.

H.R.5929. A bill for the relief of W. T. Evans; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. HILL:

H.R.5930. A bill for the relief of Raymond C. Knight; to

the Committee on Claims,
By Mr. HOPE:

H.R.5931. A bill for the relief of Elizabeth Hessman; to

the Committee on Claims.
By Mr. LAMBERTSON:

H.R.5932. A bill granting an increase of pension to Samuel

J. White; to the Committee on Pensions.
By Mr, McREYNOLDS:

H.R.5933. A bill for the relief of Frances Virginia
McCloud; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

H.R.5934. A bill for the relief of W. Elisabeth Beitz; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

H.R.5935. A bill for the relief of Charlotte J. Gilbert;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky:

H.R.5936. A bill granting a pension to Relda Long; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SOMERS of New York:

H.R.5937. A bill to confer jurisdiction on the Court of
Claims to hear and determine the claim of Lamborn & Co.;
to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. WINTER:

H.R.5938. A bill for the relief of Elmer D, Van Antwerp;

to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

2630. By Mr. BALL: Petition of certain citizens of West
Willington, Conn., protesting against the Nazi invasion of
Czechoslovakia and favoring a change in our neutrality laws;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2631. By Mr. CURLEY: Resolutions of the Old Timers
Association, Inc.,, of the Borough of the Bronx, New York
City, endorsing neutrality legislation providing a strenuous
pronouncement, to prevent any combined conclusion to in-
tervene with commerce or any production thereof, and such
production to be on a basis of cash-and-carry transaction;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2632. By Mr. EATON of California: Resolution adopted by
the Kiwanis Club of Long Beach, Calif., and signed by Jack
B. White as secretary, opposing the passage of the Nye reso-
lution (8. J. Res. 24) ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

2633, Also, resolution of the Alamitos Heights Improve-
ment Association of the city of Long Beach, signed by Dr.
Paul Southgate as president and Robert I. Reese as secre=-
tary, opposing the adoption by the United States Congress
of Senate Joint Resolution No. 24, commonly known as the
Nye resoluticn; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

2634. By Mr, JOHNS: Petition of 51 locomotive engineers,
all residents of Wisconsin, stating that they are advised
that an attempt will be made by a national law to pro-
hibit locomotive engineers from making in excess of 2,000
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miles per month, and to this legislation they are opposed,
for they are not satisfied to accept this compulsory form of
legislation; this, they believe, is a feature for which the
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers was organized and is
qualified to consummate; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

2635. By Mr. MARTIN J. KENNEDY: Petition of the Cali-
fornia Packing Corporation, San Francisco, Calif., urging
support of House bill 5630; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

2636. Also, petition of the Tourneur Beauty Products, Inc.,
New York City, urging support of House bill 5620; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2637. Also, petition of Harold H. Clapp, Inc., Rochester,
N. Y., urging support of House bill 5630; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2638. Also, petition of Mary Dunhill, Inc., New York City,
urging support of House bill 5630; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2639. Also, petition of the Cheatham Chemical Co., At-
lanta, Ga., urging support of House bill 5630; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2640. Also, petition of Barron G. Collier, Inc., urging sup-
port of House bill 5630; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

2641. Also, petition of the Crosse & Blackwell Co., Balti-
more, Md., urging support of House bill 5630; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2642, Also, petition of the Trade Laboratories, Inc., Newark,
N. J., urging support of House bill 5630; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2643. Also, petition of Mark Allen & Co., Detroit, Mich.,
urging support of House bill 5630; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

2644. Also, petition of Lodge No. 600, International Asso-
ciation of Machinists, Saginaw, Mich., urging support of
House bill 4862; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

2645. Also, petition of the Campbell Cereal Co., Minneap-
olis, Minn., urging support of House bill 5630; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2646. Also, petition of Eurt H. Volk, Inc., New York City,
concerning House bills 5280, 5281, and 5282; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2647. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of the Pocahontas Steam-
ship Co., New York City, concerning Senate bill 2009 and
House bill 4862; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

2648. By Mr. ERAMER: Resolution of the city of Los
Angeles, relative to providing Federal funds toward flood
control, ete.; to the Committee on Flood Control.

2649. Also, resolution of the Board of Supervisors of the
County of Los Angeles, State of California, relative to the
proposed addition to deficiency appropriation for Works
Progress Administration, etc.; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

2650. Also, resolution of the Assembly and Senate of the
State of California, relative to the allocation of $250,000,000
for national defense, etc.; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

2651. Also, resolution of the National Rivers and Harbors
Congress, relative to flood control, merchant marine, recla-
mation, etc.; to the Committee on Flood Control.

2652. By Mr. LEAVY: Petition of the Okanogan County
(Wash.) Pomona Grange, pointing out that under the existing
social security law and the prevailing system of adminis-
tering it duplicate taxation will be required for the same
purpose, and urging the substitution of a universal pay-
as-you-go plan of taxation which will tend to eliminate the
accumulation of a great Federal debt, with all its accom-
panying evils; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

2653. By Mr. PFEIFER: Petition of the Women'’s Interna~
tional League for Peace and Freedom, Catonsville, Md., con-
cerning neutrality legislation; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.
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2654. Also, petition of the Women’'s International League
for Peace and Freedom, Denver, Colo., favoring the Nye-
Bone-Clark resolution or retaining our present Neutrality
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2655. Also, petition of the Women’s International League
for Peace and Freedom, Rockaway Park, N. Y., favoring the
new Nye-Clark-Bone bill or retaining our present Neutrality
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2656. By Mr. SCHAEFER of Illinois: Petition of Division
No. 386, Order of Railway Conductors of America, L. W.
Haley, local chairman, East St. Louis, Ill., opposing any
legislation which would limit mileage or hours of regular
railroad employees; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FRIDAY, APRIL 21, 1939

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D.,
offered the following prayer:

Holy, holy, holy, Lord God Almighty, we thank Thee that
in the perils of this life we are safeguarded; not in our own
wisdom, not in our own virtue, and not in any power that
we possess, but in the plenitude of Thy love and mercy.
Grant Thy blessing to these Thy servants of our Republic;
may they be joined fogether in purpose in putting into the
hearts of this great people temperance, obedience, and up-
rightness in all things. Bless, we beseech Thee, the churches
of this city and all Thy servants who preach the Gospel of
our glorified Saviour; clothe them with the spirit of the
Master. Encourage all those instruments by which men are
seeking to turn back the tides of ignorance and crime;
throughout our land may intelligence and virtue prevail.
Oh, grant that those who have wandered may come again
to the Shepherd and Bishop of their souls, and unto Thy
name be eternal praise. In the name of our Redeemer,
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its legislative
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amend-
ment bills of the House of the following titles:

H.R.899. An act to provide for the establishment of a
Coast Guard station on the east coast of the Keweenaw
Peninsula, Mich.;

H.R. 1661. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
city of Youngstown, Ohio, to construct, maintain, and oper-
ate a free highway bridge across the Mahoning River at or
near Marshall Street, Youngstown, Ohio;

H. R. 1776. An act to provide for the assignment of medi-
cal officers of the Public Health Service for duty on vessels
of the Coast and Geodetic Survey, and for other purposes;

H.R. 1962. An act granting the consent of Congress to
the city of Youngstown, Ohio, to construct, maintain, and
operate a free highway bridge across the Mahoning River at
or near Cedar Street, Youngstown, Ohio;

H.R. 2635. An act granting the consent of Congress to
Westmoreland County, in the State of Pennsylvania, to con-
struct, maintain, and operate a free highway intercounty
bridge and approaches across the Allegheny River, connect-
ing Valley Camp in Westmoreland County and East Deer
Township in Allegheny County, to connect State Highway
Routes Nos. 28 and 56;

H.R. 2661. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the St. Law-
rence River at or near Ogdensburg, N. Y.;

H.R.3225. An act authorizing the Department of High-
ways of the State of Ohio to construct, maintain, and operate
a free highway bridge across the Ottawa River at or near
the city of Toledo, State of Ohio;
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